8590

1941, before a subcommittee of the House
Committee on Patents, Hon, Fritz G.
LanaaMm, of Texas, chairman, have been
postponed until Wednesday, November
12, 1841, at 10 a. m., in the caucus room
of the old House Office Building.

COMMITTEE ON THE MERCHANT MARINE AND

FISHERIES

The Committee on the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries will hold public hear-
ings on Thursday, November 13, 1941, at
10 a. m., to consider the following bills:

H.R. 5588. To authorize the issuance of cer-
tificates of service to applicants for engine-
room ratings on vessels, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R.5672. To authorize the issuance of
certificates of service to applicants for en-
gine-room ratings on vessels, and for other
purposes.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

1061. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
communication from the President of the
United States, transmitting supplemental
estimates of appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior for the fiscal
year 1942, amounting to $30,918,000 (H.
Doc. No. 429), was taken from the
Speaker’s table, referred to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, and ordered to be
printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. NICHOLS: Sclect Committee to Inves-
tigate Air Accidents. House Resolution 125.
Resolution creating a Select Committee to In-
vestigate Air Accidents; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1381). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Com-
mittee on Claims was discharged from the
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5711) for
the relief of Kenneth A. Rotharmel, and
the same was referred to the Committee
on War Claims.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXIT, public bills
and resclutions were introduced and sev-
erally referred as follows:

By Mr. FULMER:

H.R.5970. A bill to amend the acts of
August 26, 1935 (49 Stat. 866), May 11, 1938
(52 Stat. 347), June 15, 1938 (52 Stat. 699),
and June 25, 1838 (52 Stat. 1205), which au-
thorize the appropriation of receipts from
certain natlonezl forests for the purchases of
lands within the boundaries of such forests,
to provide that such receipts not appropriated
or appropriated but not expended or obli-
gated shall be disposed of in the same manner
as other natlonal-forest receipts, and for other
purpcses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. VAN ZANDT:

H.R.G971. A bill to abolish temporary en-
listments in the United States Coast Guard;
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine
and Fisherles.

By Mr. EILDAY:

H.R.5972. A bill to authorize recommis-
sloning certain graduates of the United States
Military Academy In the Regular Army wWho
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are now on active duty as officers in the Army
of the United States; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. MARTIN J. EENNEDY:

H.R.5973. A bill to provide that the com-
pensation of Members of the Senate end
House of Representatives, Delegates, and the
Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico,
shall be $25 for each day during which the
Congress or either House thereof is in ses-
sion; to the Committee on Expenditures in
the Executive Departments.

By Mr. FISH:

H. J. Res. 243, Joint resolution declaring
that a state of war exists between the Ger-
man Government and the Government of the
pecple of the United States and making pro-
vision to prosecute the same; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOGGS:

H.R.5974. A bill for the rellef of A. H.

Bittenbring; to the Committee on Clalms.
By Mr. CLAYPOOL:

H.R.5975. A bill for the relief of Cecil

Higgenbottom; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. CUNNINGHAM:

H.R.5976. A bill for the relief of Ambrose
William Cocks; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

By Mr. HOLMES:

H.R.5977. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. F. Wilder Temple; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. JENKINS of Ohio:

H.R.5978. A bill granting a pension to
Jennie Hopkins; to the Committee on Invalid
Penslons.

By Mr. MACIORA:

H.R.5979. A bill for the rellef of Andrew
Parrish; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MEYER of Maryland:

H.R.5980. A bill for the rellef of the
Fidelity & Casualty Co. of New York; to the
Committee on Claims.

H.R. 5981, A bill for the relief of Harcld
D, Sweares; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. REECE of Tennessee:

H.R. 5982. A bill for the relief of Raymond
K. Harmon; to the Committee on War
Claims.

H.R.5883. A bill granting a pension to
John Shipley; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. RIVERS:

H.R. 5984. A bill for the relief of Solomon

Brown; to the Committee on Claims,

SENATE

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 1941

(Legislative day of Monday, October 27,
1941)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev, Z€Barney T. Phil-
lips, D. D., offered the following prayer:

Lord God Almighty, in whom the souls
of nations live, kindle in us such perfect
trust in Thee that no unworthy ambi-
tion may bring us under the blighting
influence of the great material world
with its temporary fascinations, causing
us to drift into spiritual indifference.
Give to us as a people that insight from
which spring our love of country, cour-
age for her defense, and the statesman'’s
faith in her destiny. May we never for-
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feit our enthusiasm for the soil on which
our history has been achieved, on which
our hearthstones and our altars lie, and
may we never lose the spirit of devotion
to our God, by which we can determine
the measure of true patriotism.

Bless our President with every bless-
ing, endue him with wisdom and strength
sufficient for the exactions of his high
and holy office, sanctify his gifts of
leadership to the unifying of our people
and the increase of their zeal for God
and the Nation's weal, that we may
worthily magnify Thy name in righteous-
ness by which alone a nation is exalted.

In our Saviour’s name we ask it.
Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BarkLEy, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Thursday, November €, 1941, was
dispensed with, and the Journal was
approved,

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggestthe absence
of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Adams George Nye

Alken Gerry O'Daniel
Andrews Gillette O'Mahoney
Austin Glass Overton
Balley Green Pepper

Ball Guffey Radcliffe
Bankhead Gurney Rosier
Barbour Hatch Russell
Barkley Herring Schwartz
Bilbo Hill Shipstead
Brewster Hoiman Smathers
Bridges Hughes Smith
Brooks Johnson, Calif, Stewart
Brown Johnson, Colo. Taft

Bunker Kilgore Thomas, Idaho
Burton La Follette Thomas, Okla,
Butler Langer Thomas, Utah
Byrd Lee Tobey

Capper Lodge Truman
Caraway Lucas Tunnell
Chandler McCarran Tydings
Chavez McFarland Vandenberg
Clark, Idaho  McEellar Van Nuys
Clark, Mo, McNary Wellgren
Connally Maloney ‘Walsh
Danaher Maybank Wheeler
Davis Mead White
Downey Murdock Wiley

Doxey Murray Willis
Ellender Norris

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. BoNe] and the
Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER]
are absent from the Senate because of
illness.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Burow], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HavpEN], the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. ReEynoLps], and the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr, SPENCER] are neces-
sarily absent.

Mr. AUSTIN. The Senator from Kan-
sas [Mr. REep] is necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-nine
Senators have answered to their names.
A quorum is present.

FIRES ON PUBLIC DOMAIN AND OTHER
LANDS — AMENDMENT OF CRIMINAL
CODE
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the

Senate the amendments of the House of

Representatives to the bill (S, 633) to

amend the Criminal Code in respect to
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fires on the public domain or Indian
lands or on certain lands owned by the
United States, which were, on page 1,
line 6, after “willfully”, to insert “and
without authority so to do”; on page 1,
line 9, to strike out “by” and insert “or
leased by or under the partial, concur-
rent, or exclusive jurisdiction of”; on
page 2, line 15, after “act”, to insert “or
under statutory authority for addition to
a park or wildlife refuge”; on page 2, line
20, after “States”, to insert “unless an
allottee sets or causes to be set any fire
in the reasonahble exercise of his pro-
prietary rights in the allotment,”; on
page 3, line 3, to strike out “or controlled
by” and insert “, controlled or leased by,
or under the partial, concurrent, or ex-
clusive jurisdiction of”; on page 3, line 8,
after “525),” to insert “or under statu-
tory authority for addition to a park or
wildlife refuge,”; and to amend the title
80 as to read “An act to amend the Crim-
inal Code in respect to fires on the public
domain or Indian lands or on certain
lands owned or leased by, or under the
partial, concurrent, or exclusive jurisdic-
tion of the United States.”

Mr, VAN NUYS., Imove that the Sen-
ate concur in the amendments of the
House of Representatives.

The motion was agreed to.
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letter, which was re-
ferred as indicated:

Awarps oF CONTRACTS "OR THE ARMY

A letter from the Secretary of War, report=-
ing, pursuant to law, relative to divisions of
awards of certain quantity contracts for air-
craft, aircraft parts, and accessories therefor
entered into with more than one bidder under
authority of law; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIAL

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Se?;lte or presented and referred as indi-
cated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

The memorial of Minnie Giraldi, of Pater-
son, N. J, remonstrating against lend-lease
measures; to the table.

By Mr. CAPPER:

A petition, numerously signed, of sundry
citizens of Copeland, Kans, praying for the
enactment of the bill (S. 860) to provide for
the common defense in relation to the sale
of alcoholic liquors to the members of the
land and naval forces of the United States
and to provide for the suppression of vice in
the vieinity of military camps and naval es-
tablishments; to the table,

By Mr. NYE:

Petitions, numerously signed, of sundry
citizens of the United States, prayilng that
the Neutrality Act be not modified, and also
praying for the enactment of the joint reso-
lution (8. J. Res. 62) prohibiting the use of
the armed forces of the United States and
American vessels and alreraft for transporting,
delivering, or convoying articles or materials
to belligerent countries; to the table,

MODIFICATION OF THE NEUTRALITY
ACT—PETITIONS

Mr. AUSTIN, Mr. President, I present
various petitions of citizens of Benning-
ton, Vt., supporting repeal of the Neu-
trality Act. I ask that the body of one of
the petitions be printed in the REcorD
without the signatures.
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There being no objection, the petitions
were ordered to lie on the table, and the
body of one of the petitions was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

To the President and Congress of the United
~ States:

The Neutrality Act, when passed, gave
promise of serving the best interests of the
United States. It has now become abund-
antly clear that it only makes our position
in the world more hazardous, since it in-
terferes with the delivery of American aid
to those countries resisting Axis aggression.

We therefore urge the repeal of the act so
that we can exert our full strength toward
the defeat of Hitler.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of the Committee
on the District of Columbia were sub-
mitted:

By Mr. McCARRAN:

H.R. 5708. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act;
without amendment.

By Mr. BURTON:

H.R.5757. An act to define and punish
vagrancy in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept.
No. 821). '

The following reports of the Committee on
Territories and Insular Affalrs were sub-
mitted:

By Mr. TYDINGS:

H.R. 4795, An act to amend the Hawaiian
Homes Commission Act of 1920, as amended,
by amending sections 203 (4), 208 (3), 209,
213, 215, 220, and 222 thereof, and by adding
thereto a new section to he numbered section

'225, all relating to the powers, duties, and

functions of the Hawalian Homes Commis-
sion; with amendments (Rept. No. 822);

H. R. 4904. An act to authorize transporta-
tion of employees of the United States on
vessels of the Army Transport Service; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 823);

H.R. 5076. An act to empower the Legisla-
ture of the Territory of Hawail to authorize
the county of Kaual to issue improvement
bonds; without amendment (Rept. No. 824);
and

H.R. 5374. An act to authorize the trans-
portation of employees of the Alaska Road
Commission, and to validate payments made
for that and oiher purposes; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 825).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BANKHEAD:

8.2085. A bill to amend sectlons 345 and
347 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938 with respect to cotton marketing quo-
tas; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

By Mr. MALONEY:

£.2036. A bill for the rellef of James Duns-

more; to the Committee on Military Affairs.
By Mr. GEORGE (for himself and Mr.
RUSSELL) :

5.2037. A bill for the relief of Edgar B.

Dunlap; to the Committee on Claims,
By Mr. DAVIS:

8. 2038 (by request). A bill to transfer Blalr
County, Pa., from the western judicial dis-
trict of Pennsylvania to the middle judicial
district of Pennsylvania; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BEROWN:

8.2039. A bill to amend section 65136 of
Revised Statutes of 1873, as amended (U.8.C,,
title 12, sec. 24) to authorize the reimburse-
ment of directors, officers, and employees of
national banking associations for expenses
incurred by them In connection with the
defense of actions, suits, or proceedings insti-
tuted against them in their official capacity;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.
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By Mr. THOMAS of Utah (for Mr.
REYNOLDS) :

B8.2040. A bill to strengthen the defenses
of the Territories of Hawaii and Puerto Rico;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. OMAHONEY (for himself, Mr,
Apams, and Mr, ELLENDER) :

B.2041. A bill to amend the Sugar Act of
1937, as amended, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

LONGEVITY PAY FOR POSTAL EM-
PLOYEES—AMENDMENTS

Mr. MEAD submitted several amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H. R. 1057) to establish a system
of longevity pay for postal employees,
which were ordered to lie on the table and
to be printed.

ADDRESS BY BENATOR BALL ON REPEAL
OF NEUTRALITY ACT

[Mr. BALL asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a radio address
on the repeal of the Neutrality Act delivered
by him on November 5, 1941, which appears
in the Appendix.]

ADDRESSES ON FIFTY-FIFTH ANNIVER-
SARY OF DEDICATION OF STATUE OF
LIBERTY

[Mr. THOMAS of Utah asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recorp addresses
delivered at ceremonies in connection with
the fifty-fifth anniversary of the dedication
of the Statue of Liberty, on October 28, 1941,
which appear In the Appendix.|]

FEACE OR WAR—ADDRESS BY SENATOR
JOHNSON OF CALIFORNIA

[Mr. LA FOLLETTE asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recorp an ad-
dress by Senator JormwnsonN of California on
the subject, Peace or War, delivered in Wash-
ington on November 6, 1841, which appears
in the Appendix.]

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR CARAWAY, BY
MEREDITH HOWARD

[Mr. BARELEY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp a radio state-
ment by Meredith Howard with regard to
Benator Caraway, which appears in the
Appendix. |

WHAT'S, NEXT FOR AMERICA—ADDRESS
BY HON, PHIL LA FOLLETTE

[Mr. NYE asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the Recorp an address by Hon.
Phil La Follette on November 1, 1941, on the
subject, What's Next for America? which
appears in the Appendix.]

THE UNITED STATES AND THE WAR—
ARTICLE FROM WASHINGTON TIMES-
HERALD
[Mr. NYE asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Recorp an article from

the Washington Times-Herald of November

6, 1941, under the title, “Leading the War

March."

STAND OF IRELAND ON NEUTRALITY—
ARTICLE BY HON. ROBERT BRENNAN

[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an article by
Hon. Robert Brennan, Minister to the United
States from Ireland, giving the viewpoint of
the Irish people cn neutrality, which appears
in the Appendix.]

REVISION OF THE NEUTRALITY ACT—
EDITORIAL FROM WASHINGTON FOST

[Mr. HUGHES asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an editorial from
the Washington Post of November 7, 1841, re-
lating to the proposed revision of the Neu-
trality Act, which appears in the Appendix.]
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STRIKES AND THE DEFENSE PROGRAM—
ADDRESS BY R. J. THOMAS

[Mr. BROWN asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REecorp an address by
R. J. Thomas, president of the United Auto-
mobile Workers of America and Vice Presi-
dent of the C. I. O., relating to strikes in de-
fense industries, which appears in the Ap-
pendix. |

PASTCRAL BY ARCHBISHOP McNICHOLAS
ON COMMUNISM AND NAZI-ISM
[Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a pastoral by
Archbishop McNicholas, of Cineinnati, on
communism and nazl-ism, which appear in
the Appendix.]

TWENTY-EIGHTH NATIONAL TRADE
CONVENTION

[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the Recorp the Final Decla-
ration of the Twenty-eighth National For-
elgn Trade Convention held at New York,
N. Y., October 6, T, and 8, 1941, which appears
in the Appendix.]

FOOD FOR THE STARVING PEOPLE OF EU-
ROPE—EDITORIAL FROM FORT WAYNE
(IND.) NEWS-SENTINEL
[Mr. WILLIS asked and obtained leave to

have printed In the REcorp an editorial from
the Fort Wayne (Ind.) News-Sentinel, of Oc-
tober 22, 1841, relative to the prcgram of sup-
pPlying food to the starving people of Europe,
which appears in the Appendix.]

MOCDIFICATION OF NEUTRALITY ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 237) to
repeal section 6 of the Neutrality Act of
1939, and for other purposes.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment to House Joint
Resolution 237, which was intended to be
proposed by Mr. Brinces for himself, Mr.
Avustin, and Mr. GurNeY. I should like to
have it read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The CHier CLERk. It is proposed to
strike out all after the enacting clause,
and to insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: -

That the Neutrality Act of 1939 is hereby
repealed; but offenses committed under such
act prior to the date of enactment of this
Joint resolution may be prosecuted and pun-
ished, and suits and proceedings for viola-
tions of such act or any rule or regulation
issued for the enforcement thereof may be
commenced and prosecuted, in the same man-
ner and with the same effect as if such act
bhad not been repealed.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The amend-
ment as offered, the Chair understands,
is subject to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. Crarx], which
has precedence over it.

Mr, AUSTIN. Mr. President, I have
not offered the amendment. What I am
doing at this moment is keeping the rec-
ord clear, refreshing memory about this
particular subject. I want the position
of the authors of this amendment to be
properly understood. They do not aban-
don the cause for which the amendment
was drawn. The authors of the amend-
ment believed, in the beginning of the
consideration of the Neutrality Act which
is now the law, that it was contrary to
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the traditional foreign policy of the
Unifed States, namely, the attitude of in-
dependence though not isolation.

In order to bring together my position
at the date of the original amendment of
the Neutrality Act of 1937 and the present
date, I read from the CONGRESSIONAL REc-
orp of Senate proceedings of October 27,
1939, page 1000. I had offered an amend-
ment, and the clerk read it, as follows:-

Whenever all proclamations issued under
the authority of section 1 (a) shall have
been revoked, this joint resolution shall hava
no further force or effect; but offenses com-
mitted and penalties, forfeitures, ir liabili-
ties Incurred under this joint resolution
while it was in force and effect may be
prosecuted and punished, and suits and pro-
ceedings for violations of such joint resolu-
tion or of any rule or regulation issued pur-
suant thereto may be commenced and prose-
cuted in the same manner and with the same
effect as if such joint resolution were still in
force and effect.

The amendment was nct agreed to.

The Senate will notice that the lan-
guage of the two amendments is almost
identical. The object, of course, is iden-
tical, that is, that the United States
should free its hands from the crippling
effect of a statute which says that in un-
known circumstances this country will do
so and so. In other words, in the begin-
ning and throughout the history of this
law we have believed that the foreign pol-
icy of the United States ought to be what
it was before the so-called Neutrality Act
was passed—one of independence, one of
vigor, one of leadership in the world’s af-
fairs, in the world’s tranquillity, and in
the world’s spiritual development.

This act has been always regarded by
us as a hindrance and an impediment to
the quick and effective action which this
great country should be able to take
whenever an emergency like the present
one arises in the world.

When this amendment was presented
by the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes] on behalf of its authors,
there was pending a House bill which pro-
vided for repeal of section 6 of the act.
That House bill, I believe, had already
been referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate, and this
amendment was referred to the same
committee. But the proposition as it
stood in a parliamentary sense was solely
the repeal of section 6 of the act, relat-
ing to the arming of merchantmen.
The proposal did not contain what it now
contains as it comes from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, namely, the repeal
not only of the prohibition against arm-
ing merchant vessels but the repeal of
those prohibitions which exclude pri-
vately owned vessels of nationals of the
United States from belligerent ports, and
which exclude them and the nationals of
the United States from zones of the sea
which are prescribed or proscribed by a
proclamation of the President.

Now, Mr. President, the scene has
changed. The cause for this amendment
is not so great. The commitiee broad-
ened the scope of the resolution. To be
sure, if the Congress of the United States
promptly should pass a complete repealer
of the Neutrality Act, such conduct would
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serve notice on the enemies of the United
States that this country does not pretend
to be neutral, and that this country is
again free, that the arms of this coun-
try are again released, so that it can take
any course which the Congress of the
United States sees fit to take, and any
other administrative course which the
Executive of this Government sees fit to
take; and that action can be taken forth-
with when the necessity occurs, and will
not have to be delayed for weeks and
weeks while we discuss a question which
events have outrun by months of time
and by immense and fundamental
changes in conditions.

But the passage of the resolution as it
was reported by the committee would
remove the most disabling provisions of
the law.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. AUSTIN. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am very much in-
terested in the matter to which the Sena-
tor from Vermont is now addressing him-
self. On acccunt of his eminence as a
lawyer, and his familiarity with foreign
relations, I hope he will develop fully the
point he is now making, and alecng the
lines of pointing out to the Senate that
what we are doing is merely freeing our-
selves of our domestic self-imposed regu-
lations, and reverting to our status under
international law, and that it will not in
anywise affect our freedom of action
hereafter as to going to war or not, or
anything of that kind. I feel that the
Senate will be informe.i if the Senator
will develop that situation fully.

Mr, AUSTIN. I appreciate the compli-
ment from the Senator from Texas, be-
cause I recognize in him a great author-
ity on this subject, as a lawyer, and as
the chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations. I have no intention
of taking much time now; I have another
official duty to perform and have to re-
turn to that as soon as possible, so I
shall be as brief as possible.

Let me say, on this point, that this is
but a reiteration of my point of view. I
have always, every time this subject came
to the floor of the Senate, made the same
claim as to this attitude of the United
States. A foreign policy is nothing but
an attitude. It should not be inflexible.
A policy should be sufficiently flexible to
permit prompt action by the administra-
tion which' is responsible for the protec-
tion and care of 130,000,000 people in
their international relations. This is
true, not only in the case of the pending
measure, but in connection with every
step which the Government of the United
States has taken to defeat Hitlerism, and
to preserve freedom and free government
on earth. Every step we have taken has
been accompanied by delays, and I re-
gret to say, Mr. President, that I believe
that some of these delays have been
greatly injurious to the tranquillity of the
world.

I subscribed to and voted for the Neu-
trality Act of 1939 as it was enacted, not-
withstanding the fact that I then advo-
cated repeal. I voted for it then because,
considering the existing law, it was the
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lesser of two evils, and because I believed
it would at least help to defeat Hitlerism.
I had an affirmative purpose in view,
which I expressed on the fioor of the Sen-
ate at that time, namely, that I wanted
the democracies to win; and many of my
colleagues will recall what I was sub-
jected to on the floor of the Senate at
that time. I have never wavered in my
conviction. I have always been firmly
persuaded that when Hitler, backed up
and animated by the dynamiec national
socialism of Germany, told us that there
are two worlds, and that one of them
must fall apart, that the conflict be-
tween gold and labor is on; that he repre-
sented labor and that we, the capitalistic
countries, represented gold—ever since
that time I have been firmly persuaded
that every one of his acts was character-
ized by that declaration. That theory
was a part of the res gestae, that charac-
terized every one of his aggressions.
That colossal design began to operate in
the taking of Austria, of Czechoslovakia,
of Poland, of Denmark, and of the inva-
sion of the Netherlands and of Luxem-
burg. That was a part of the Franco-
German armisticee. That was a part
formation of the Axis between the totali-
tarian powers. That characterizes today
Hitler’s filling the waters of the world
with submarines and preying upon mer-
chantmen wherever they are. That dec-
laration of warfare, of the avowed object
of conquest by national socialism in the
world, characterized the sinking of every
one of the American merchantmen and
of the American naval vessels.

Mr, President, it has long been clear to
me that Hitler has a definite plan of con-
quering us with his national socialism
without military atfack, if he can, but at
all events he has the definite purpose of
conquering us.

A long series of assaults upon one coun-
try after another, and upon the well-
known rights of the United States, es-
tablishes conclusively the fact that Hit-
ler, and not his victims, determines that
they shall either surrender or defend
theriselves,

I ask this question of those who op-
Pose every step we take to fortify the
arm of the United States so that it may
do whatever is necessary to defeat Hit-
lerism in the world and fo preserve the
blessings of liberty—I ask them what
they think the position of the United
States would be when the waters of the
Atlantic and of the Pacific were under
the entire military and naval control of
Hitler, if they came under his control.

Mr. President, it is not necessary to
visualize the surrender of these waters
by us without a fight and the possession
of them by German submarines alone.
There is another picture that it seems
to me must be considered, and that is
the outflanking of these oceans in the
capture by national socialism of the en-
tire Eastern Hemisphere. Mr. President,
common sense tells us that two life lines
to this country would be cut off if the
oceans were only outflanked by the
domination of the Eastern Hemisphere
by the aggressor,.
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There are some 17 strategic materials,
there are also 22 critical materials, for
which this country is dependent in part
or in whole upon the Eastern Hemisphere,
and they can be obtained only if they can
be transported across either the Atlantic
Ocean or the Pacific Ocean. And so, Mr.
President, what is the meaning of oppo-
sition today to every step by which this
Government undertakes to make itself
strong, to make itself vigorous, Lo serve
notice upon those enemies of liberty and
of justice and of good order, that this
country will resist to the uumost the
capture and control of the seas by con-
quest, or the outflanking of the seas by
dominion over the entire Eastern Hem-
jsphere? The idea that this country can
be isolated is gone forever. This coun-
try cannot stand on the side lines and be
unaffected and unharmed by what is
going on either on the waters of the
world or in the Eastern Hemisphere.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. AUSTIN. I yield.

Mr. LEE. If Hitler should be allowed
to win, is it not true that then the United
States would change from a have nation
to a have not, and these strategic mate-
rials to which the Senator referred, we
would have to ship in, if at all, on the
sufferance of the Axis Powers? Is that
not true?

Mr. AUSTIN, I agree with that, Mr.
President. Indeed, that is what I claim
as a reason why we should pass the pend-
ing joint resolution; and, Mr. President,
let me say that whatever strength I
have—whatever conviction I can possibly
convey—I give to the support of the joint
resolution in its present form. As one
of the three Senators who sponsored the
amendment which I caused to be read at
the desk, I make no further offer of it,
considering two things: One is that it is
unnecessary because the principal part
of the Neutrality Act will be removed by
the passage of the joint resolution as it
appears in the Senate, and the other is
that, in any event, the remaining fea-
tures of the Neutrality Act are practically
taken care of in other laws that are upon
our books. So that the substantial rea-
son for our support of this type of legis-
lation from the beginning, namely, the
defeat of Hitlerism and the preservation
of the spirit of liberty in the world, is
the basis of our support of the joint reso-
lution as it appears on the floor.

Mr. President, I have listened to a good
deal of argument which did not appeal
to me as sound. One contention is that,
assuming we did run the risk of having
our liberty taken away through the inva-
sion of this country by an ideology
transplanted here against the will of
some of us, the other great danger—a
military attack on the continent of the
United States—could not happen to us.

Mr. President, is the ocean any farther
across going from east to west than i
is going from west to east? How are we
going to reconcile the contentions of those
who claim that we here in the United
States are perfectly secure behind the
Atlantic Ocean from military attack, and
that if we repeal this act it means the
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sending of a military force to Europe?
I have heard the answers. Oh, the Axis
Powers do not have ships enough to bring
the necessary soldiers here. But, Mr,
President, if we should surrender the seas
they might acquire from the British, as
they have from the French and Italians,
the ships to cross the ocean. That ccean
is no deeper to drown the ships of Hitler
than it is to drown the ships of the
United States.

The coast of Europe is bristling with
fortifications and means of repelling an
invader. The defenses of England are
concentrated in a small area where the
tremendous arts of defense are perfected.
But what is our situation? Our conti-
nent has an enormous coast line. No
one will deny that, with the number of
ships we have for the defense of our
coast line and the type and quantity of
our coast defense fortifications we are
vulnerable. How anybody who has any
concept of the need of defense for his
country could object to a law which
would permit the arming of merchant-
men is something I cannot understand.
If we admit every claim made—that they
are but feeble weapons and that practi-
cally they cannot do much good—for
God’s sake, let us provide even that much
to defend this broad coast of ours!

Mr. President, as a matter of resist-
ance to this aggression upon the ocean,
this attempt to infest with submarines
the waters encircling us, threatening the
very life of our Nation, I would convert
every merchantman into a naval vessel
by arming it not only for defense, to
shoot from its stern when it is running,
but by arming it in its bow, to shoot
head-on, and shoot first.

We are not making the attack. The
war guilt cannot be nailed to us. Since
Hitler met with the factory workers in
a munitions plant and made his declara-
tion of war upon all the world there
has not been a moment when we have
been safe and have not been under at-
tack. Every time Hitler sinks a vessel of
the United States it is an attack char-
acterized by his original declaration; and
we will either do what his other victims
have done, and become enslaved, or we
will fight every step of the way to retain
our freedom. The character of our fight
will necesasrily be determined by the
character of his aggressions.

We are not going to send an expedi-
tionary force to Europe. Why? Because
the character of our defense does not de-
pend upon it; because it would be bad
strategy; because it would be unwise.
But, Mr. President, are we so cowardly
that by our action in this body we are
willing to declare to Hitler that we dare
not do it? The notice that we serve on
the world at this particular juncture will
show our determination either to do
everything that is essential to the defeat
of Hitlerism and the preservation of the
blessings of liberty or that we are not
united in this purpose.

There is another untenable argument.
Some claim that the repeal of the Neu-
trality Act would lead to war. Others
that the repeal of the Neutrality Act
would be a step toward war. Let us com-



8594

pare that argument with the argument
which was made when the enactment of
the act occurred. It was said then that
the enactment of the act was a step to-
ward war. How can we reconcile these
two doctrines for the 130,000,000 people
who are as desperately concerned as we
are in the tranquillity of this country
and the preservation of its institutions?
- Mr. CONNALLY, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. AUSTIN. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY, Ithinknoone in the
Senate can better perform this service
than can the Senator from Vermont. I
am intrigued by his treatment of this
particular matter. Let me ask the Sen-
ator this: Is it not true in a measure that
those opposing the joint resolution have
started with the assumption that the
mere passage of the joint resolution, in
and of itself, would be entrance into the
war?

Mr. AUSTIN. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY, Is not that argu-
ment pure sophistry? Would we in any
wise change our status, except to revert
to our own freedom of action? Would
not the Congress, the President, and all
the other branches of government be en-
tirely free in the future, as they are now,
to meet the issues when they arise? As
.the Senator so wisely suggests, does not

_the character of our defense depend
wholly upon the character of the offense
and the attacks upon us from Hitler and
his hordes?

Mr. AUSTIN. I thank the Senator
from Texas for his illuminating state-

~ment. I think there has been some dis-
agreement among us about the meaning
of the words we use, When we say war,
for example, we do not all use the word
in the same sense. It may be said that
when we repealed the 1937 Neutrality Act
and adopted the existing law it was an
act of political warfare. Some of us ac-
companied it with a declaration that we
did that thing to defeat Hitlerism and to
preserve liberty. There has not been an
appropriation made for the particular
purpose of building weapons, ships, and
other munitions that could not have been
called an act of political or defensive war-
fare., Every one of them had in it the
element of an affirmative act—doing
something and not merely passively sit-
ting back and doing nothing. Mr. Presi-
dent, I think it could be said with real-
ism that calling out the National Guard,
the Draft Act, the transfer of vessels, the
opening of our ports to the British for the
repair of their warships, and all the other
acts to expedite the preparation of our
defense in this country represented a cer-
tain type of warfare, and were not acts
which necessarily lead to a declaration
of war.

Mr. President, here is the point, as I
see it: Some use the word “war” and the
words “leads to war” in the sense that we
shall send an expeditionary force to Eu-
rope right away. Mr. President, I be-
lieve, as the Senator from Texas ex-

_pressed it, that no man can correctly
charge that any act of this Congress
leads to war in the sense in which I un-
derstand those who oppose the joint
resolution use ithe word “war.” As I
understand them, they use the word
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“war” in the sense in which it should be
used if a declaration of war had occurred
in Congress. These acts of ours which
would stop this man wherever he might
attack us can be called war by some
persons, if they choose to do so, but they
are not the kind of acts of war which
have scared the people of this country.
They are not the acts of war concerning
the great groups of ladies who came down
here to petition {he Congress. We shall
not have that kind of war, Mr. President,
without the question having been sub-
mitted to the Congress of the United
States, and until the Congress, in the
light of the facts that then exist, has
found it necessary either to declare that
a state of war exists, or to create it by
a declaration.

We make no promises. The Congress
makes no commitments. When it re-
peals an act that ties its hands, as the
Neutrality Act Jdoes; when it takes away
these shackles so that it can act out on
the seas in the defense of American na-
tionals, in the defense of the security of
American spirituality, I say that is not
war in the sense in which I understand
the opponents of the joint resolution
charge it is war. I say that is self-
defense, and it is the only legitimate and
honorable thing that the United States
of America can do. Believe me that as
a responsible member of the Government
of the United States I would hide my
face in shame if I did not do my part
toward it. They cannot pull down the
flag of the United States while I am
standing by and have me remain inac-
tive and silent. Certainly they cannot
pull down the flag of the United States
and expect me to push back the boys
and cry, “Oh, do not do anything; do not
do anything! It will be a step to war.”

Mr. President, it could be assumed that
every single one of the statutes we have
passed—and each of them is very im-
portant—are steps to war in the sense in
which the opposition is understood to
use that word. I do not assume it, but
I say you could do so; and if you used
the same logic you would also have to
agree that if they were to do nothing at
all, if they were to enact no legislation,
such denial of legislation would also lead
to war; for the victims of Hitler do not
decide. Hitler decides, and he moves
without warning. First he invades with
his insidious “fifth column,” by which he
pacifies and isolates and calms the peo-
ple, assuring them they are in no danger;
and then he comes down with his hor-
rible, cruel machine, the like of which has
never before been known in the world,
and the spirit of which belongs to the
devil. Mr, President, we had much bet-
ter assume that we shall be in war, if we
are going to defend ourselves and are
going to refuse to surrender; we had bet-
ter assume the worst that could come to
us if we did not act, and act vigorously,
to preserve this country and to meet
every aggression with all the might and
power we have,

Mr. President, I foresee our meeting
both these dangers—aggression of this
country by national socialism and aggres-
sion of this country by military force
successfully. They will be resisted be-
cause an administration here has fore-
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seen these events, has correctly inter-

. preted them, and has moved as fast as

it could to transform a country which
had become almost entirely isolationist
and pacifist into the most powerful mili-
tary country on earth. That is what we
must be, Mr. President. Nothing short of
perfection will do. This country faces
the greatest danger it has ever encoun-
tered, and we should not falter now; we
will not falter now.

There is great significance in what we
do. We cannot afford, as I see it, to
quibble over sections. I do not hesitate
to abandon, for the time being, the
amendment to repeal the whole act in
order that I may contribute to the
strength which results from unity. Our
responsibility for these decisions involves
the security of 130,000,000 people. Upon
us is the responsibility. Every resource
of the United States should be summoned
and thrown into action as quickly as pos-
sible to defeat Hitlerism and to save this
country and its institutions.

In what I have said I have been think-
ing of the Atlantic Ocean; but, Mr, Presi-
dent, there is danger in the Pacific as
well. Perhaps the degree of danger is
different, but it is just as tangible. The
attacks upon the Panay and the Tutuila
were in character just as much attacks
by national socialism upon this country
as were the attacks on the 11 merchant
vessels and the 4 haval vessels which have
occurred on the Atlantic Ocean.

Mr, President, let us not forget our
duty in the East. Whatever may be our
views now about the wisdom or folly of it,
when it annexed them this great country
undertook the obligation cf protecting
the Philippine Islands; and when it sepa-
rated them from us, on paper, it under-
took until 1946 the defense of the Philip-
pine Islands and retained the determi-
nation of the foreign policy of those
islands. They are in the very pathway
of war: all the dangers that stir the pool
over there surround our nationals in the
Philippine Islands. Can we isclate our-
selves and refuse to take forthwith the
means which will serve notice on o coun-
try that is singularly susceptible to no-
tice that we are prepared to resist cer-
tain actions and activities; that we are
going to arm all types of vessels; that we
are going to augment our Navy on the
Pacific with vessels which, though now
principally devoted to transporting mer-
chandise and passengers, will carry some
sailors who are good shots? Mr. Presi-
dent, the moral effect of the passage of
this resolution in its present form by a
good-sized majority of the Congress
would have a tremendous infiluence to
deter Japan.

Mr. President, there is another feeble
argument that we have heard here, and
that is that we are too weak to help oth-
ers; that we are unprepared. Assuming
that we are going to prepare as fast and
furiously as we can, still we are too weak
to help others. Yet in the same argu-
ment, on the same issue, the claim is
made, “Why, we can lick the world; we
can lick Hitler; all we have to do is to
stay here and go on preparing, and after
he has licked all the rest of the world we
can take him on and lick him.” Mr,
President, how absurd to say that we are
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too weak to send our ships loaded with
supplies and manned by American crews
to Britain and to Russia in order to fend
off the attacks on both sides of us? 1Is
there any Letter or more appropriate
means of defense than this? Isthere any
more effective protection of our facili-
ties fo: production and for time in which
to become perfectly prepared than this?

We do not need an American expedi-
tionary force in order to meet the kind
of attack we are suffering; we need ships
to take the place of British ships which
are sunk in the sea, in order to get Ameri-
can goods across to those fighting against
Hitler; and that is one of the objects, one
of the principal purposes of this resolu-
tion.

Mr. President, I have talked longer
than I should have, and I am about to
conclude, but I wish to say that I feel we
are dealing more rationally with this
problem than we did with the problem of
World War No. 1. I believe that we have
a quickened sense of the value to us of
our institutions, I think we have learned
from the bitterness of sorrow and suffer-
ing the value of the spiritual things of
life and of Government; so that now we
are ready to deal with this problem not
as an introvert nation that contemplates
nothing but its own selfish policy and
purpose and interest, but as dealing with
a situation vital to the future of all
mankind. We have come to see that it
is important, perhaps it is absolutely
necessary, that this great country shall
take a part, and that when the time
comes to determine what the future of
this world shall be this country must not
run out on the rest of the world, and try
to crawl into a shell of isolationism. We
have learned, Mr. President, that these
higher values cannot be maintained in
the world if we allow Hitler to dictate
the terms of a new world order. We
know that these institutions of ours, for
which our forefathers shed their blood,
these great institutions of liberty and
freedom for Christianity, have a spiritual
foundation without which they could not
exist; and, knowing that, we are bound
to see to it that the new order in the
world shall not be dictated by Hitlerism
or national socialism, but shall be
worked out by governments whose source
of power and whose source of ideals is in
the spiritual relationship of mankind.

Mr. President, we should not pass laws
either carelessly, or purposely, which will
set up a future for the United States of
such isolation that it must maintain a
totalitarian form of government and an
almighty strong military and naval pow-
er in order to live; but we should so con-
duct ourselves in this Congress and in the
executive department and all other de-
partments of the Government of the
United States as to promote a peace in
the world that is founded upon spiritual
principles of consideration for others as
well as ourselves, and that involves self-
discipline by us and by other nations,
perhaps not as fine as the self-discipline
that some individuals have attained, but
far hetter than any the world has seen
before.

This is a magnificent opportunity, Mr.
President. Let us come out boldly and
make the right decision,
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Mr. CHANDLER. Mr, President, I rise
to address the Senate on this occasion
with the deepest sense and feeling of hu-
mility, I am not an expert on foreign
affairs.

I am pleased upen this occasion to be
permitted to follow my distinguished
friend from Vermont [Mr, AusTINI.
Since the early days of the history of
the country Vermont and Kentucky have
walked side by side. It is good today that
in the interest of the defense of the peo-
ple of the country the Senator from Ver-
mont and the Senator from Kentucky
may again stand side by side, represent-
ing in part those two great States, and
ask their colleagues to support the coun-
try's policy in this critical hour.

Mr. President, I intend to support the
pending joint resolution, not because I
want the United States to go to war—
because I devoutly hope and pray that
we can be saved from such a catastro-
phe—but because I want the President of
the United States and the Secretary of
State, Mr, Hull, to be free to deal with
the pressing problems of the Government
in this critical hour. I want the mer-
chant ships of the United States to be
armed in their own defense. It matters
little to me whether the ships of the
United States go into belligerent ports;
but I want them to have the right to go
if it is necessary that they go in defense
of the people of the United States.

It is apparent to me that the repeal of
the so-called arms embargo in 1939 was
in no sense a return to international law.
The Neutrality Act of 1939 was designed
to meet conditions which had arisen dur-
ing the World War of 1914-18, which
made it seem prudent to restrict the
movements of American citizens, Ameri-
can vessels, and American cargoes in
order to avoid dangerous controversies
with belligerents.

Mr. President, that was a noble experi-
ment. It was a noble gesture, brought
to the people of the country by the Presi-
dent of the United States to try to avoid,
if humanly possible, the sinking of Ameri-
can ships, which brought us to the brink
of war in 1917, When it was enacted,
there appeared little possibility that the
aggressor nations had in mind world
domination, or that they would make a
serious bid for control of the seas.

Since then the situation has entirely
changed. Continental Europe has been
overrun by armies bent on conquest.
One peaceful country after another has
gone down under the military force of
these aggressors, and a large portion of
the population of Europe has been en-
slaved.

I desire to digress to refer to a state-
ment made yesterday by the Senator
from Maine [Mr. BREwsTER]. I may not
have gotten his feeling, but I felt that I
did. He said what so many of the peo-
ples of the world have said: “Let us wait
a while. Let us not do it now.” Mr. Pres-
ident, there are so many of them who are
suffering now because it was “too late and
too little,” and they failed to realize the
seriousness of the situation.

The Neutrality Act of 1939 constituted
a complete abandonment of all the prin-
ciples of freedom of the seas and neutral
rights for which America had fought in
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1798, in 1805, in 1812, and in 1917. The
President of the United States in 1939
expressed the belief that the arms em-
bargo was vitally dangerous to American
neutrality, American security, and Amer-
ican peace. But in order to avoid, as I
say, such occurrences as those which had
brought us into the war in 1917, we for-
bade all vessels and citizens to go to
any European belligerent port, thereby
inviting the Germans to sink on sight
all neutral ships without fear of any pro-
test from the Government of the United
States.

Hitler and his associates took full ad-
vantage of this opportunity, and they
realized that the new standard of 1939
was not an entirely unmixed blessing
for their enemies. Twenty-two years
ago, however, the United States had gone
to war with Germany rather than accept
the German terms, which would have al-
lowed one American vessel to go to Brit-
ain each week.

Mr, President, the President of the
United States has had a vision with re-
spect to the world situation not equalled,
in my opinion, by that of any contem-
porary statesman of our time. Early in
1939 the President earnestly requested
that the Congress of the United States,
in view of the alarming situation
throughout the world, repeal the arms
embargo. Congress adjourned in August
of 1939 without agreeing to his request;
and the late Senator Borah, of Idaho,
made the statement that he had private
sources of information, upon which he
relied, superior to those relied upon by
the President of the United States and
Mr. Hull, and that, according to those
sources of information, there would be
no war in Europe in 1939.

When the storm broke in September,
it proved that the President was right.
It proved that his critics were wrong.
Of course, hindsight is better than fore-
sight; but Hitler knew that he was armed
and prepared for war, and Hitler knew
that his enemies were not prepared for
war, and he knew that the most power-
ful nation in the world, the only source
of supply open outside of those countries,
was the United States of America; and
we had refused to repeal the arms em-
bargo, thereby shutting off to England
and France and the Allies any oppor-
tunity to compete in any measure with
Mr. Hitler in the race for armaments.

When the storm broke it looked as if
Hitler had the whole thing sewed up,
because he had been preparing for war
since 1933. He went before his Reichstag
on the 1st day of September and said:

I have made a peace agreement with Rus-
gia. In 1917 Russia and Germany fought on
opposite sides. Both were the losers. That
will never happer: again. We have negotiated
a Irlendahlp pact.

And knowing that he was armed, know-
ing that his opponenfs were unarmed,
thinking that lie was secure against at-
tack from the east, you know the rest.
The resuli is in the archives of history.

While the preamble of the Neutrality
Act stated that we waived none of our
rights and privileges or those of our na-
tionals under international law, the text
of the act was an utter and complete
abandonment of neutral rights and
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freedom of the seas. By this act the
President, in response to the pleas of the
people of America, earnestly desiring to
avoid, if possible, bringing America into
the war, asked the Congress of the United
States to abandon temporarily these
rights in the interest of the safety of all
the people of the country; and we did.
The great neutral, the biggest neutral in
the world, led all the other neutrals in
closing the high seas to the use of our
own ships, this in spite of the fact that we
had always insisted, from time imme-
morial, upon full respect of our right to
be free upon the high seas.

That this act has failed to acccmplish
its purpose is apparent. That we must
at once repeal so much of the act as ham-
pers the free actions of the Government
of the United Statfes is certain. We must
serve notice on the German Government
that we intend to arm our merchant
ships in their own defense.

It is said the armed ships did not sink
any submarines during the last war, and
it is also said we cannot arm the ships.
There is a man in charge of arming the
merchant ships now, and I wish to quote
something from the current issue of Time
magazine:

Admiral Blandy, 51-year-old cfficer of the
Navy, was an ordnance and gunnery expert on
the U. 8. 8. New Merico from 1927 to 1920,
They called him “Meat Ball,” and his pals
eaid his idea of gunnery and “perfect target
practice was to shoot the masts off the target
ship at 8,000 yards, starting with the top and
. working down. Throwing shells into the hull
was like shooting fish in a bucket for him.”

While the Senator from Montana [Mr.
WaEELER] was telling the Senate a day or
50 ago that we could not arm the ships,
this man was quietly getting ready to do
the job, and said he could have a thou-
sanc of them armed in the next 4 or 5
months.

Mr. President, it is easy to criticize,
it does not require any real vision to criti-
cize, and the critics of the President of
the United States have told the people of
the country that we are not prepared.
Whose fault is that? Is that the fault
of the President of the United States?
It is not. Is that the fault of those of
us who have stood here day after day
and voted for every measure we have
thought would be helpful and useful in
the defense of the people of the United
States? It is not. Is it the fault of
those who said we had nothing to fear—
that “nobody is going to get you, nothing
is going to happen to you"?

I read again from Time magazina:

This week production news dominates the
Nation's defensze report. The Navy is get-
ting a growing flow of real armament. Tank
production is booming, and United States
alrplane production will, according to expert
opinion, pass Nazi output before January 1.

I quote Mr. Wright, the assistant chief
of O. P, M.’s aircraft branch.

The defense of the United States and
the products we expect to use in the
defense of the couniry are no longer on
order; they are in prcduction; and by
the 1st day of January 1942 the United
States will be making 2,400 military air-
planes a month. Germany will be mak-
ing 2,250. England will be making in
the neighborhood of 1,900 a month, We
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have already, in this short time, passed
the ability of Hitler to produce military
airplanes. Why do not the critics say
something about that? Wearenot as well
prepared as I wish we were, but we are
much better armed than the critics of the
administration’s foreign policy say we are.

Mr. President, we must serve notice on
the German Government that we intend
to see that shipments of munitions and
supplies authorized under the Lease-
Lend Act reach their destination in
safety. We must not permit England
and Russia to fall through our failure
to supply them with the munitions and
supplies which they so urgently need at
this time. We must rely—we have to
rely—upon the strength of the President
of the United States and Mr. Hull and
their ability to deal in this tragic hour
with these pressing problems.

I repeat what I have said before—if a
speech in the Senate would guarantee the
peace and security of the pecple of Amer-
ica I would make one every day; 1 would
make one every hour, subject to my en-
durance, if I thought that would guaran-
tee the peace and security of the people
of the country.

We must rely on this man, thrice
elected by the people of the United States
to lead this country in its critical hour.
Some jeer at Mr, Willkie because he has
seen fit to join in the request to the peo-
ple of the country—the patriotic peo-
ple—that they support the President in
this trying hour. I assume that almost
everyone in the country voted for one or
the other of these two men in the last
election. The two of them received prac-
tically all the votes of the people of this
country. Whichever one had been elected
the foreign policy of this country would
have heen just as it is now.

In addition to that, Mr. President, we
must rely upon a Divine Providence. I
believe now, and I have always believed,
that Providence usually walks with those
who show by their deeds that they merit
its protection. There is a destiny which
holds the lives of all of us in the hollow
of its hand.

We hear taik of American boys being
sacrificed to the gcd of war. The Ken-
tucky boys are just as dear to my heart,
and as dear to the heart of my colleague,
as are the boys of Montana dear to the
heart of the Senator from Montana.
Some of the Kentucky boys are in Ice-
land, there because the Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy of the United
States sent them there.

No one ever heard of a Kentuckian re-
fusing to obey the command of his Presi-
dent when the country was in danger.
Our boys are in Iceland, We have to keep
the seas to Iceland open. Champ Ligon,
the son of the prineipal of my high school
in my boyhood, will be in danger, and I
want Champ Ligon, and every other boy
in Iceland subject to the orders of his
Commander in Chief, whether he is from
Kentucky or any other State in the
Union, to know that I am not going to
desert him.

The seas between the United States
and Iceland must be kept open. Those
boys must be supplied. If they cannot
stay in Iceland, no one who is friendly to
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us can stay in Greenland. If they cannot
stay in Greenland, they may not be able
to stay in Newfoundland, and if they
cannot stay in Newfoundland, I say to
the Senator from Michigan that he may
not be able to stay in Michigan, and 1
want him to be safe when he is at home.

I used to think, and I admit I was
wrong, that we were so strong and so
powerful that all we had to do, in case of
attack, was to retreat back from the
coasts of this country and that nothing
would happen to us. I have changed my
mind about that. Is it because I want
to go to war? Of course, I do not. I was
a private during the last war, I am a cap-
tain now, and when I vote to send any
boy in this courtry to war I am going to
ask for leave and go with my regiment.
I am not willing to ask any of these boys
to do anything I am not willing to do
myself. I would rather be killed fighting
for the United States than to have the
women and the children of my family
killed in their home here by bombs that
would rain upon them day and night re-
lentlessly in the years ahead unless we re-
alize that this is a terrific situation.

So from here today I send the word
to Champ Ligon, “I am not going to de-
sert you, son.” I am going to do every-
thing I can to put the arms of America
into the hands of those boys behind the
guns.

It is said labor organizations should
not support the President. No man has a
right to strike against the Government of
the United States. When he does it is his
last strike; he is “out.”

Every patriotic laboring man in Amer-
ica wants to work, wants to mine coal,
wants to make airplanes for the defense
of America, and no unpatriotic man
should be permitted to keep him from
doing it, and none will be.

Let me warn labor—and I am a friend
of labor—that there is danger that labor
may raise up in this army a generation
of labor haters, because certain labor-
ing men refuse to supply the men in the
Army with the implements of war which
they need so badly. If labor should raise
up a generation of labor haters, which
will raise another generation of labor
haters in the years ahead, labor would
tear down much of the good v hich has
been accomplished heretofore in behalf
of labor. And why should a labor union
man support Hitler or any of his assoei-
ates? There are no labor unions in Ger-
many. They are gone.

Mr. President, for days I have Ystened
to my colleagues quote Senators who in
other years, for reasons best known to
themselves, have taken one side or the
other on important questions. Some of
those Senators in years afterwards were
honored by the people of their States.
But I will say that it is more easy to
honor a man after he is dead than it is
to honor him while he is living., People
are apt to forget what public men have
done, and they oftentimes do. When the
attention of the pecple of a State is called
to the fact that there was a distinguished
Senator from their State who died 50 or
100 years ago the people of that State do
not read the Recorp to find what that
Senator said, but they get tigether and
build him a monument. Scant comfort
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for abuse heaped upon him during his
lifetime.

Mr. President, the present situation is
not unlike the one many Senators now
in the Senate faced in 1918. I was not
here then. I was in the Army then. As
I now recall, I do not believe I was con-
scious of the existence of the Congress.
I mean Congress did not seem to make
any difference to me at that time. But
now every man in the Army knows that
Congress is here, because some Congress-
men tell the men in the Army now and
then, “Just a minute; we will get you
out of the Army. In spite of all the trou-
ble existing in the world, we will send you
home.” Mr. President, the nearest we
have come to getting the country into the
war was when certain persons declared
that we did not need the Army, that
nothing was going to happen to us, and
that we would send home a considerable
number of the men in the Army. In that
event Japan would move south from In-
dochina, and would close the Burma
Rcad, and attack Australia, and then the
Japs and Germany together would en-
deavor to strangle the United States of
America.

Mr. President, let me reproduce for
Senator: the situation that confronted
the United States of America 25 years
ago. In March 1916 talk of preparedness
in the country vied with the pleas of
pacifists in an apprehensive Nation.
Senators, remember that. Some persons
now say about the President, “You are
taking us to war. You are deliberate.y
taking us to war.,” Senators, that is not
s0. The President of the United States
would ask no greater blessing than to be
able in this critical hour to steer his
country clear of the shoals of this terrific,
destructive war that is going on all
around the earth. Why, he has boys of
his own in the Army. Do Senators think
he wants his boys killed?

Young men in 1916 were leaving their
homes and labor for training camps.
German periscopes in 1916 were rising
in the Atlantic to menace American ex-
port trade. It is not quite like that this
time, because we have abandoned all our
trade to keep out of the way.

Critics of the Wilson administration,
Just as those of the Roosevelt adminis-
tration today, were branding the Presi-
dent as a warmonger. Senators, remem-
ber that. I wish to quote what the senior
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] said
then. He was then a Representative
from Virginia. Let me digress to say that
the greatest prize that is mine comes
from Virginia—that is my wife. My chil-
drcen have that rich and noble ancestry
of the Old Dominion State. The senior
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] is a
tradition in Virginia. At the time of the
last war he was a Representative from
Virginia. He took the floor in the House
of Representatives and in a speech made
in 1916—25 years ago—he spoke with
caution and courage, with frankness and
firmness, that commanded not only the
respect of the President and the people
of his own country but also the respect
of the people of foreign nations. He said
that the President had for 18 months
applied himself to the task of preserving
peace without impairing the honor of the
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Republic. In his summation he delivered
one of the most eloquent pleas ever heard
in the Congress of the United States, and
I quote:

The President of the United States for
many months, by night and day, has kept a
vigil for peace.

So has our present President.

With enduring patience, with amazing skill,
oblivious of all things else, he has passion-
ately sought, by every conceivable means, to
keep this country out of the maelstrom of
war, Neither taunt nor threat has shaken his
purpose or diverted him from his course.
But there are some things better than life,
as there are other things worse than death.

It may be possible, Mr. President, I may
interject, that those and only those who
are willing to risk death may earn for
themselves in this critical hour the right
to live.

The human body, bereft of the soul which
reveals the image of God, is but a whited
sepulcher; and so a nation with its righteous
spirit quenched is as a tossing derelict of
the sea.

And finally he lashed out at the propa-
ganda of the pacifists—and I do not use
the word “pacifist” in derision, for our
Lord said:

Blessed are the peacemakers,
ghall be called the children of God.

But they now cry, “Peace, peace,” and
there is no peace, and they beg and im-
plore and demand and try to coerce the
President of the United States to make
peace with a fellow whose word is no
good, and has not been good to anyone
to whom he has given it in this whole
crisis,. How can the President make
peace with a man who disregards every
instrument, every statute, every commit-
ment, and every promise? How can
Senators expect their President to rely
upon him? Why, every time any nation
made a friendship pact with Hitler, that

for they

“meant that he was simply going to put

that nation over to the side to walt its
turn, and just as soon as he got through
with the affair in hand he would take
over that nation.

I continue to quote from the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia.

Like unto the proposal to discredit the
Nation is the pathetic, perfervid talk about
desolating American homes and distressing
American mothers by sacrificing their sons
to the god of war.

Senators, I would not be demagogue
enough to stand before a group of Ameri-
can fathers and mothers and say to them,
“You do not want your boys to be killed,
do you?" The son of my colleague [Mr.
BargLEY] is in the Army. I would not
hold out to the people a guaranty that
their sons would not have to go to war.
Let me continue to quote from Senator
GLass:

The pathetic, perfervid talk about desolat-
ing American homes and distressing Ameri-
can mothers by sacrificing their sons to the
god of war., The nearest approach—

This is in 1916—
The nearest approach to war which this
country has recently made was when Mem-
bers of Congress sought to impede the Presi-
dent’'s plan for maintaining an honorable
peace.
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In my opinion, the nearest approach
we have made to war recently was the
failure of Congress to answer the Presi-
dent’s request promptly and say to the
Army of the United States that we do
not know when it can go home. When I
was in the Army I was asked what I
wanted. Every time I said, “I want to
go home.” If any man in the present
Army is asked what he wants, he will
say, “I want to go home.” Why do we
not have courage enough to say to them,
“We do not know when yocu can go home.
God alone knows. But you cannot go
now. You must stay until we see this
thing through”?

The surest prelude to Intolerable affront
from one direction is the manifestation of
a cowardly submission from the other; and
unless it be conceived that no injury, how-
ever great, no insult, however grievous, could
provoke this Nation to resentment, the
course proposed by meddling resolutions is
most certain to invite aggression and ulti-
mately to precipitate war.

And there are some things worse than
war. ViMginia has homes which might bes
desolated and mothers who might be dis-
tressed and some who might be sacrificed.

So has Kentucky; so has Michigan;
so has Colorado; so has Alabama, I am
thinking now of young Caesar Kaiser,
an aviator in training in Texas, who
crashed out over the western desert.
His brother Bill is one of my dearest
friends. I had everyone in the Army I
could find go out to seek that lad. The
ship crashed in the mountains. What
could I say to his mother except, “He is
dead on the field of honor”? 1Is that
much comfort?

The young men of the present-day
Army ask me, “What are we going to get
out of this?” What did we get out of
the last war? We did not want anything,
We wanted to live in peace. There was
a tyrant then. Hitler makes him look
like a minnow. We thought the Kaiser
was the worst possible kind of tyrant.
He said, “Me und Gott are going to rule
the world.” This fellow is going to do it
by himself. He is not geing to take God
into account. The other fellow had a
junior partner; but this fellow is going
to do it by himself. [Laughter.]

That is scant comfort. I say to every
young man who is in the Army today,
and every young woman who hopes to
live in the future, “Perhaps because of
what we did in 1917 you have been able
to have 23 or 24 years of life. I do not
know whether that means anything to
you or not.” I do not know what the
country and the world will be like tomor-
row, but it will be what we are willing to
make it, in spite of those who seek {o
destroy. Every generation must pay its
own obligations. We cannot pay them.
We do the best we can.

Let me continue to quote Senator
GLAss:

But I pray God that the mothers and sons
of Virginia who live appreciate their heritage
from those who, “being dead, yet speaketh.”
Two of Virginia’s boys are my own—

There are men and women here who
are saying now, “That is my boy.”
Among those who are saying it are the
Senaior from Geoigia [Mr. GEORGE], my
colleague [Mr. BarxkLEY], and the Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mrs, Carawavyl.
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They are our boys, stalwart, manly
fellows.

Two of Virginia's boys are my own—stal-
wart, manly fellows, for either of whom I
would die a thousand times—and I would
have them hear me say, without a tremor,
in the spirit which I hope animates their
hearts, that I would rather be pursued
through time and eternity by the pitiful ap-
parition of their shattered forms than to see
my country dishonored and its flag hauled
down in disgrace!

Those words were uttered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia yes-
terday, but they are just as true today.

There is a dispute going on in the
country about when we started to get
into trouble this time. I am indebted to
Walter Lippmann for the information
which I now give. I do not think it has
been quite clear. Our opponents have
not seen fit to comment on it in this de-
bate in my hearing.

Hostilities between the United States and
Germany did not begin with the incident of
the Greer on September 4, or jhe Kearny
incident on October 17, or with the sinking
of the Reuben James on October 30.

Hostlilities, in the sense of shooting, began
on May 21, 1941, when a German submarine
attacked and sank the Robin Moor about
half way between Africa and South America,
The Robin Moor was an unarmed American
merchant ship, not traveling in a convoy,
bound for Capetown and other African ports.
The Robin Moor did not refuse to stop and
did not resist visit and search. When the
Robin Moor was destroyed the passengers
and crew were placed in cpen lifeboats hun-
dreds of miles from land and the right to
radio the position of their boats or to send
an 8 O S was refused, Only after terrible
exposure to the weather, and only by acci-
dent, were the survivors rescued without loss
of life.

Senators will remember my brief ex-
change with the senior Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Crarx] the other day. He
said that no American lives have been
lost on merchant ships during this war,
In answer to that, I said that the Ger-
mans are not to be given credit for it
because they set the passengers and crew
of the Robin Moor adrift in the open sea.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHANDLER. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. That action was in
contravention of the naval treaty of
Londen, entered into in 1930, to which
Germany subscribed.

Mr. CHANDLER. I thank the Sena-
tor. I was about to reach that point,
The Senafor anticipated me to that
extent. I am glad he did. His state-
ment is exactly correct.

I continue to quote Mr. Lippmann:

The action of the submarine commander
has never been disavowed by the German
Government., In fact, an effort has been
made, in which some American Senators have
Joined, to justify the act on the ground that
the Robin Moor was carrying contraband of
war to the enemies of Germany. The nature
of the ship’s cargo was irrelevant.

Under international law, under the London
Naval Treaty to which Germany adhered on
February 28, 1939, even under the German
prize law code promulgated September 3,
12839, 1t is a ruie—

It is their rule. But what is it worth?
It is only a treaty. It is only an agree-
ment. Itis only a contract: but it is not
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worth anything if it is expedient for the
Germans to break it.

It is a rule that—
the destruction of vessels * * * is ad-
missible only if the passengers, crew, and
papers of the vessels have been brought to a
place of safety before destruction. Ship's
boats are not to be regarded as a place of safe-
ty unless the safety of passengers and crew
under the existing condition of the sea and
weather is assured by the proximity of land
or the presence of anoiher vessel which is
able to take them on board.

The Robin Moor, unarmed, not in a
convoy, outside the American combat
zone, outside the German war zone, was
sunk lawlessly on May 21, 7 weeks before
the American occupation of Iceland,
nearly 4 months before the American
Navy was ordered to shoot at sight. The
fact that the German Government did
not disavow the act but sought to justify
it established conclusively that by May
21, 1941, Hitler had ceased to recognize
in theory or to respect in practice any
right of any noncombatant upon the seas.
Thereafter it became an American right
and an American duty to assume that no
American ship could rely upon the pro-
tection of international law or of treaties
or of domestic American law under the
Neutrality Act, and that any German war
vessel encountered anywhere was an ag-
gressor.

Why does not the opposition refer to
that statement? It carefully disregards
it, and tries to make the American people
think that the President gave the Navy
orders to shcot on sight for no reason at
all except that he wanted to get us into
war. That is not so. That is not just.
That is not fair. The Robin Moor was
sunk a few months after the passage of
the lend-lease bill, and the German Gov-
ernment is entitled, then, to argue that
hostilities began on May 21 because at
that time the United States had ceased
to be a neutral. There is going to be no
peace in this world again, Senators, until
nations respect law. They have no re-
spect for law; and unless we are going to
stand here in the Scnate of the United
States and agree that we are going to be
run off the seas, pretty soon we shall be
run out of our homes, too. That will be
the next step, because it is inconceivable
to me, in view of these actions, that Hit-
ler intends anything other than to have
the people of America wait and delay
until we are as some of our opponents,
perhaps in good faith, would have us.
I do not challenge their right to take that
position, but it seems to me to be a view
which cannot be supported at all by them.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CHANDLER. I yield to the Sena-
tor frcm Illinois.

Mr.LUCAS. Before the Senator leaves
his discussion of the Robin Moor, I should
like to make just one observation, an ob-
servation which I made sometime ago. I
believe that anyone who thoroughly
understands the Robin Moor situation
must realize that Germany acted willfully
and wantonly. The German Govern-
ment has failed to offer any explanation,
and has failed to offer any apology to this
Government for the sinking of that ship;
and when this Government, through the
State Department, requested $3,000,060
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in damages for the sinking of the Robin
Moor, its request was totally and igno-
miniously ignored by the Nazi government
of Germany—demonstrating to my mind
beyond peradventure of doubt that the
sinking of the Robin Moor was a willful
and a wanton act. Inmy humble opinion
it was done for the effect it would have
upon the people of South America, to
demonstrate to them that Nazi sub-
marines could operate and would operate
in that part of the world just as long as
they wanted them to, and would create
any incidents or would sink any ships
they desired. That was a warning to the
South American people to “watch out,
insofar as your continuation of the good-
neighbor policy of the United States of
America is concerned.”

Mr. CHANDLER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Illinois; 1 think the deduction
he makes is plausible, and entirely accu-
rate,

The Germans have never understood
the people of the United States, al-
though we have given them some reason
to understand us. They have always
felt that they could frighten us. In the
last war they carried on a campaign
called Schrecklichkeit—that, fright-
fulness. But our people never have
shown a disposition to be scared; and
when there have been attempts to
frighten them, the results are well
known by everyone on earth. But the
Germans made their attempt in those
southern seas as a warning to South
America, as the Senator suggests, and
perhaps as a warning to Japan, of what
they could do.

I am indebted to Walter Lippmann
for the best expression I have gotten
with respect to this whole matter. I do
not know Mr. Lippmann, but it seems
to me he has stated the facts and circum-
stances in such a way that they are
clearly understood and can be under-
stood. He said, in substance, that we are
not going to have peace any more until
the law among nations has been reestab-
lished, and no peace will endure unless
there can arise some organized power
who will challenge the authority of those
who ruthlessly seek to break the law of
nations,

Mr. President, there is not a single
American, regardless of whether he be-
lieves in the Russian system of govern-
ment, their religion, or their doctrines,
who does not admire the stanch defense
the Russian people have made in the
protection of their homeland. If Russia
falls, and then England falls, the United
States will be left in the pcsition for
which many of our short-sighted states-
men have seemingly wished—isolated
and alone. We must realize that destiny
has placed us in a position where we
must either protect ourselves or stand
idly by and take the consequences, what-
ever they may be. We must either coop~
erate while there yet is time and while
we have allies and friends, or become
reconciled to the final act of this great
tragedy, when we shall have to defend
ourselves alone.

It is my sincere belief that a defeat
for Britain and Russia would bring ulti-
mate disaster to the people of the United
States. I never have been able to satisfy
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my conscience in trying to figure out how
we could defend ourselves against the
combined power and resources of this
ruthless German dictator. Slave labor
would be used to overcome the work of
free men, and gradually the aggressors
on the east and west would tighten the
ring around the United States. I have
not believed, and I do not believe now,
that we could compete with Germany for
South American trade if such a situation
came to pass. I do not believe we can
pay wages to free men for labor and
compete with a fellow who makes slaves
do the work when he has the combined
resources of all the conquered nations
of the earth. I believe the time is near
for even our opponents to say to the
people of the country, “I have a right to
criticize, I have a right to object, I have
a right to be against the policy of the
Government, but that is a right I will
forego now because we have got to have
unity in this country if we do this job.”

In the years that are ahead I would
not want to feel that I had given, either
knowingly or unwittingly, aid and en-
couragement to the enemies of my coun-
try. I would not want my speeches
quoted in Germany as refiecting the pub-
lic opinion of the people of the United
States. Ah, they are going to make a
sad mistake if they quote the speeches
of our opponents here, and if they are
forced to believe, as they will believe if
they can, that those speeches represent
the spirit of America. That would be a
serious mistake. Oh, my friends, they
will have a rude awakening.

I do not want to make a foolish record
here, The consequences of what hap-
pens to a man politically are of no con-
sequence. I do not have to be in the
Senate of the United States; I do not
have to hold public office. I have had all
the public offices that the people of my
State have to give to one of their sons.
The thing nearest my heart is to give
them, the rest of my life, the best service
I can give, as long as they want me. I
ask no favors from the President of the
United States. It has been suggested
here by the Senator from Montana [Mr.
WaEeELER] that someone has something
to give to a Senator—a judgeship or an
office—if he will agree to vote with the
administration. I have not seen the
President personally for nearly a year.
I have never made any request of him,
I want to be charged by my people and
by the people of America solely with the
responsibility of the votes I cast here.
Irrespective and regardless of what hap-
pens, and how the political winds blow
either now or in the future I am not
going to pass this way again. Neither
are you. I pray to God that He will give
me the strength to live aright from day
to day, because I know that I am not
going to pass this way again. Neither
are you. Answer, if you can, to your
conscience. I cannot answer to mine if
I send Champ Ligon there without a gun.
‘We have sent Champ Ligon and other
boys to Iceland and other places, and
they have got to be fed and housed and
clothed and supported, and I want them
to know that “Old Happy” did not turn
?his back on them and is still fighting for

em.
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This country must become wide awake
to the dangers that threaten it. Every
time the statement is made that some
danger threatens from the cutside some-
one else says it is not so bad as the dan-
ger that threatens inside. It is bad in-
side, some of it. The newspapers head-
line strikes and other unfortunate inci-
dents until people are led to believe that
there is something wrong with the coun-
try. Mr. President, I wish you could go
where I have gone from Boston to Los
Angeles, from the Presidio to Monterey
and south to Gulfport, all over this coun-
try, and see the thousands and thousands
of patriotic Americans going about their
business, serving their President and their
country patriotically. Why do not the
newspapers write about such people?
They do not do so because the average
mine-run fellow who supports the coun-
try and keeps it going is not news; he is
not exciting. God bless the American
worker. Give him strength and courage.

We do not escape danger by being weak
or being afraid. I wish to tell the Senate
a story of one of my mountain friends,
not in the spirit of levity, because this,
to me, is one of the most serious occa-
sions of my life, but I want to show the
spirit of a Kentucky mounthineer. He
went down to the blue-grass country to
get a gun. Those fellows like guns; they
like to have guns. They are not afraid;
they will not steal; they will not lie; they
will not abuse their neighbors; but if
you mistreat them they will kill you.
[Laughter.] They do not like to be mis-
treated. This Kentucky friend of mine
went down to the blue-grass region look-
ing for a rifle. He went to a store and
he found one there and he asked the clerk
how much for the rifle. The clerk said,
“$29.75.” He looked at the rifie, stroked
it, backed away from it, turned his back
on it, came back and put his hand on it
again, and said, “Well, I will take her;
that'’s a lot of money, but I will take her,
because if I need her and ain't got her,
I'll never need her again.” [Laughter.]
I would rather—and that is the record
I have made here—have the word go
back to my people that I have supported
the request of the President of the
United States for arms and implements;
I would rather support the measures
providing such things, and acquire them
and have them and not need them, than
to fail to support such requests and not
have them and need them, because if
we needed them and did not have them,
we might never need them again.

Too late, too little; too little, and too
late. Read the history of the conquered
countries in Europe. Just wait; just wait.

I admit the weakness of the democratic
system of government. We criticize the
President because he acquires bases and
gives destroyers for them. It was said
that he should have asked Congress, and
it was said he has an obliging Attorney
General, Is it not a terrible offense for
the President to have an cbliging At-
torney General? He knows how impor-
tant it is to have an obliging Attorney

General, not that he wants the Attorney -

General to do wrong but he certainly
wants him to be obliging. But it is asked,
Why does he not consult Congress? Then
when he sends the request to Congress
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we delay, we talk, until finally it does
not make any difference; every delay
gives opportunity for disaster, and this
fellow Hitler moves quickly; while others
debate, he moves. He was ready to move;
we were not ready to move; and the re-
sult has been his great success. The
other day one of my friends said here
that Hitler is the greatest military genius
of all time. I am going to reserve my
judgment as to that until he gets back
from Moscow. Many a would-be general
and dictator or conqueror has been lost on
the road to Moscow or from Moscow, and
I am going to wait until Hitler gets back
from there; and I pray every night that
he never will get kack. [Laughter.]

If a spirit of defeatism is abroad in
this country, I am not responsible for it.
I started by saying I was not an expert
on foreign affairs. I have been here 2
years; I have listened to the distinguished
Senator from Texas [Mr. ConNaLryl, to
my colleague [Mr, BargLEY], and other
Senators who know much about foreign
affairs; I listened to Senator Pittman,
former chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, but I know as much as
Lindbergh does about® foreign affairs.
[Laughter.] I do not claim to know as
much about aviation as he knows, but he
does not know as much about football as
I know, for before I began practicing law
I made my living coaching football. But
I hate to see a fellow warn his country
that it has no chance; that it is going to
be defeated; that it is going to lose. He
would have it losing before it starts. I
would not do that; I would not preach
defeatism to the people of my country
for anything on earth, and I am not going
to be responsible for giving aid and com-
fort to Hitler or any enemy of the United
State by trying to make him believe that
the United States would be defeated in a
conflict. In one moment it is said we
are not prepared and the next moment
that if Hitler started here it would be
impossible for him to ever reach here.
We have heard that; but both statements
cannot be true.

The President has told us that next
year we will make 50,000 military air-
planes in this country; that we are going
to fill the skies with planes, and so long
as England and Russia last we have some
friends over there. As to what may hap-
pen when they are gone, if they should
be defeated, I said yesterday to the Sen-
ator from Maryland and the Senator
from Montana that the Naval Affairs
Committee of the Senate has answered
that question for me, I do not know
what they know about it, but they said
fort to Hitler or any enemy of the United
States would not be necessary; that if
Russia and England were defeated and
Japan and Germany were free, they could
conquer the United States without mili-
tary invasion of continental United
States. How could they do it? The
Naval Affairs Committee said they could
park aircraft carriers on our shores and
bombh the cities and towns of this country
from both sides. Mr. President, would
you not hate to face the prospect of our
Pacific coast line being hombed all the
way from Alaska to the tip of southern
California? Would you not hate to have
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bombing all the way from Maine down to
Florida and Key West on the Atlantic
coast? We have not enough antiair-
craft guns; I know we have not; it would
take a long time to make adequate de-
fense arrangements; but cof this I am cer-
tain, under this sort of a situation we
would have to be a military country as
long as anybody here lives and as long
as any of our children live. We have
never wanted to be a military nation. I
do not want my country to be a military
naticn now. I do not want my country
controlled by the military. The burden
of armaments in the years ahead might
conceivably be heavier than we could
bear. We should always have to have
money for the Army, and money for the
Navy. We should have to withdraw be-
hind these island defenses and be sub-
jected to frequent bombing raids and, the
Naval Affairs Committee said, “without
the power to carry the fight to the enemy,
our only alternative would be subjugation
to his wishes.”

I coached football in years gone by. I
never had my team score a touchdown
when the other fellow had the ball. I
never saw it happen in my life. You
have to have the ball. I want to get this
thing in shape so that we can make a
move, and Hitler will have to guess where
we are going,

All we are doing now, Senator, is to say,
“I wonder where he is going to hit us
next.” My people are getting awfully
tired of this fellow. He is disturbing
their sleep. He is too much in the news:
and down in Kentucky, when people get
tired of you, they are tired. [Laughter.]
They are worn out, and they do not want
to have to guess where this fellow is going
to hit them next.

Without the power to carry the fight
to the enemy, the Naval Affairs Commit-
tee says the only choice we have left is
subjugation to his wishes. When? God
knows how long; just however long we
feel like holding out; and God knows how
long we will feel like holding out when
they keep dropping those baskets of eggs
on us and moving us a little farther back.

If that happens, they are not going to
get me as soon as they get you fellows
in Maine, or New York, or Connecticut,
or California. They are going to get you
ahead of me. I am going to be behind
the Allegheny Mountains. [Laughter.]
I am going to be behind the rivers—at
least, my folks are. I shall be with my
regiment, but my folks will be there. I
want to live; and I am not going to have
this REcorp show, if I can help it, that I
did not have ordinary gumption—that is,
country sense—gumption enough to know
that this is a real proposition. This is
real.

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
Wa=aEeeLER] was quoted as having said, and
Lindbergh was quoted as having said,
that this was an imaginary peril. I won-
der if the people of Holland and Den-
mark and Norway have merely imagined
what has occurred. Has this thing really
happened to them or have they just
imagined that something has happened
to them? I have not been there, and I
have not seen it, but I have a fair idea
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that they are not doing as well as they
were; yet these fellows say that they just
imagine something has happened to
them.

I say that you cught to be ashamed to
expect the President of the United States
and Mr. Hull to try to make peace with
a fellow who does not keep his word.
Lindbergh says, “Make peace with him.”
Cudahy says, “Make peace with him.”
Well, what have you after you make it?
To a realistic fellow all that would mean
would be, “Just wait until your turn.
Wait until I get through what I am do-
ing and I will see you next.”

In passing the Neutrality Act the Con-
gress very wisely made an explanation
regarding it. I recall that the Senator
from Texas [Mr, ConNALLY], when we
were in that debate, said that. Itisinthe
preamble of the act. It contains the state-
ment that the United States voluntarily
imposes upon its nationals by domestic
legislation the restrictions set out in the
act; that by so doing the United States
of America waives none of its rights or
privileges or those of any of its nationals
under international law. Then it says—
why has not this been told to the peo-
ple—that the United States expressly re-
serves the right to repeal, change, or
modify the act, or any other domestic
legislation, in the interest of the peace
and security and welfare of the United
States and its people.

We did not pass that act for Hitler. It
did not make any difference to me what
he thought about it. The Senator from
Texas explained to me that we were vol-
untarily imposing this restriction upon
our people, to try to see if it would work.
Well, it has not worked. It was an invi-
tation to Hitler to sink everybody else’s
ships on sight, which he did; and then,
when ours got out there, he tried to sink
ours, too. We are having our ships sunk
without arms. The opponents of this
measure say they will be sunk if we put
arms on them. Well, a fellow may be
whipped without arms, or he may be
whipped with arms, but he will have a
better chance with arms than he will have
without arms. I want to give them a
chance. It is no reason to say we will not
arm our ships now because in the last
war they did not hit anything. In the
last war the Germans did not sink many
ships, either., In the last war we gave
pretty good protection to our ships on
the high seas.

Will you not remember that in this
critical hour of our Nation’s peril this is
not a boundary dispute; this is a world
revolution? We may not be able to es-
cape it or its consequences. We shall
have to prepare ourselves in every way to
crush it, if possible, before it gets to us.
Churchill seemed to be the only states-
man in Europe who realized the futility
of dealing with the German military dic-
tator. I do not subscribe to all the state-
ments Churchill has made, but I do not
ridicule those magnificent statements
made in beshalf of his people when he

. said:

The R. A, F., with fewer planes and fewer
men and less training, protected the British
Empire in those murderous assaults of 1939
and 1940,

NOVEMBER 7

And he said:

Never in the history of the human race has
so much been owed by so many to so few.

I would not ridicule that statement.

Regardless of your feelings and mine,
what I do is not done because I am for
any other country on earth than the
United States of America. Churchill said
that if this dictator came to England,
they would fight him in every village, in
every town, and on every beach until one
or the other had perished. That seems to
be the only way to deal with Hitler.
Peace in our time will not come, in my
opinion, as long as this fellow is loose in
the world.

I recently read a bock which I recom=-
mend to you, Night Over Europe. It was
written by Dr. Frederick Schuman. In
the closing lines of that book he envisions
not wish dreams but realities:

In the days to come the fittest will survive
and rule the world. The unfit will fail and
lose body and soul. The fittest will be those
who know that the world is one.

Hitler said there were two worlds in
conflict; that one of them must crack,
and that “We are not going to be the one.”
Mussolini said, “We cannot exist side by
side. It is either you or us. One of us
will have to go.”

The fittest will be those who know that
national soverelgnty and international an-
archy are marked for death; that laissez
falre—

That is, let alone—
feeble government, the rule of money and
property are alike lost forever; that new
visions and new life-giving deeds must re-
place the shibboleths of yesterday. The fittest
will be those who know how to reconcile their
preferences with stubborn facts.

Not what I wish but what is the situa-
tion.

The fittest will be those who realize that
the world of tomorrow belongs to the peoples
who care enough about their way of living to
sacrifice thelr prejudices and their wish
dreams as well as their safety and very lives
in its defense. Only those are fit who are in
form and attuned to the needs of the world as
it is, not as they imagine or wish it to be.
Only those who see why an old world is
dying are fit to make a new world after their
hearts’ desire. The fit will cenquer the
future.

Mr. Presidant, all my life, waen faced
with a serious proposition, when I had
the choice of either taking definite, af-
firmative action and being charged with
the responsibility incident thereto, or of
doing nothing and taking the conse-
quences, I have been ready and willing
and prepared to act. Every Senator must
be prepared to act.

I do not want it said—it must not be
said—that by delay, by dallying, by fail-
ing to see the realities of the situation I
placed my country in position when, sad
to say, it was too late.

Let the word go out today to every
man in the Navy of the United States,
to every man in the Army of the United
States, that we are in this thing to the
finish. We have to be in it. We cannot
be out of it. We have to prepare for
whatever the morrow brings. Let the
word go ocut. Geod only knows when men
shall be beating their swords into plow-
shares and their spears into pruning
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hooks, and war shall be no more. God
alone knows. But until that day comes,
lest I be of aid or comfort in this critical
hour, by some word or act of mine, to
the enemies of my country, I ask my
Commander in Chief to lead the country.
I know the President is not trying to get
us into the war. I know he is not trying
to do that. I do not know whether he
will be able to avoid it or not. I pray
to God he will, as God is my helper.

The word must go from here to the
Kentucky boys in Iceland, to the boys
of the United States forces all over the
world, that they have not been deserted,
and that we intend to take the initiative
and let Mr. Hitler guess awhile what we
are going to do.

I reiterate the first statement I made.
I do not care whether the ships of the
United States go to England or to ports
elsewhere in the world, but I want them
to have the right to go. I do not want
Mr. Hitler to have the right to say that
they cannot go. I do not want Mr. Hitler
to drive us off the seas. If he does, and if
we permit him to do it, God alone knows
what the future will hold in store for
this country.

Mr. President, I intend to cast my vote
to support the leadership of the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Secre-
tary of State in this crucial hour of my
country’s history. I do not know whether
it will be a step toward war, I do not
know whether it will bring war—I pray
God it will not—but, regardless of the
consequences, we must trust the Presi-
dent’s leadership, we must strengthen his
hand, we must pray that he have wis-
dom, It is not very important if one
has wisdom unless he has it at the right
time. The one who makes wisdom effec-
tive is the one who is wise at the right
time. Our President has wisdom and
courage; I pray God will give him
strength. We must place our trust in
Divine Providence and pray that—

He who, from zone to zone,
Guides through the boundless sky thy cer-
tain flight,
In the long way that I must tread alone,
Will lead my steps arlght.

Mr. President, for the safety and se-
curity of America, the resolution must
pass.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
agreed to the amendment of the Senate
to the bill (H. R. 2665) to provide for
apportioning Representatives in Congress
among the several States by the equal-
proportions method.

ENROLLED EILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

H.R. 2665. An act to provide for apportion-
ing Representatives In Congress among the
several States by the equal-proportions
method;

H. R. 4599. An act to authorize the Federal
Becurlity Administrator to accept gifts for 8t
Elizabeths Hospital end to provide for the
administration of such gifts; and
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H. R. 5463. An act providing for the secu-
rity of United States naval vessels, and for
other purposes,

MODIFICATION OF NEUTRALITY ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 237) to
repeal section 6 of the Neutrality Act of
1939, and for other purposes.

Mr, WILLIS. Mr. President, I shall be
brief. I shall not needlessly consume the
time of the Senate. I ask only a few
moments to raise my voice in protest
against the suicide of my Republic.

A mountain of evidence has already
been built which decries the pending pro-
posals for the modification of the Neu-
trality Act—the only fiber of our foreign
policy which safeguards our Nation’s
liberty.

There is hardly a Member of this body
who supported the present Neutrality
Act 2 years ago who did not then cry out
that arming our merchant ships and
sending them into belligerent zones
meant war. Today this would not be
a step short of war, but a leap which, it
has been admitted here time and time
again, would more than likely land us in
the war.

To arm merchant ships with guns of
the United States Army or Navy, and
man them with United States soldiers or
sailors with orders to “shoot on sight”
and “shoot first,” would be to send those
ships to the war zones to wage war on
the ships of Hitler.

Stripped of the circumlocution of legal~
istic phrases and of the devious ways of
diplomacy, for this body to authorize
such an act would be to sanction the con-
ducting of undeclared war by the Presi-
dent. There is no authority anywhere in
the Constitution or statutes or within
the framework of our Government which
authorizes the President to do this.

When I took my oath as a United
States Senator to maintain and defend
the Constitution of the United States,
I did so with no mental reservation. I,
for one, cannot permit myself to com-
promise that cath with any official, even
be he the President himself, who seeks to
practice evasion of our fundamental
laws.

In the last World War the arming of
American merchant ships by President
Wilson led us into war with Germany
within a few weeks after the step had
been taken. It sent loyal American boys,
ill-prepared to defend themselves,
quickly to the scene of mortal danger.
It will do that today, and when they lie
in peaceless rest at the bottom of un-
known oceans, their blood will be upon
the heads of those who vote for this
measure.

Everyone here who votes in support
of the pending measure must be prepared
to accept the further responsibility of
accepting the challenge of war.

To pursue a course which admittedly
means war requires that we have a cause
for which to fight., And, more than all
else, common prudence demands that we
look well to our own weifare first and
determine if we are ready for such an
eventuality.

If the people knew the facts of our
shocking unpreparedness, they would
forbid the Congress to take any further
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steps toward war until our domestic situ-
ation is straightened out.

For us to turn deaf ears to our own
people’s needs and to engage in helping
those whom we only wish to call friend
is to ignore the warning of the great
leader of that great people whom we wish
to help. For it was Winston Churchill
who decried the honor of that nation
which would place its safety “in hock”
with the uncertain friendship of another
power,

Let us take a lesson from the events
current in our day. While Britain is
using the respite gained by the heroic re-
sistance of Russia against the Nazi gov-
ernment and building her own defenses,
let us see that American defenses are
strong and that America is fully pro-

tected before we engage in a course whose

end is unpredictable in the so-called de-
fense of our friends. It has long been
the proud boast of Britain that ‘“There
will always be an England.” Let us make
sure there will always be an America.

There are very few, if any, Members of
this body who are ready teday to vote an
all-out declaration of war against Ger-
many. They do not believe that we have
sufficient reason for such action.

The chief argument which has been re-
peated here over and over is that we must
maintain our right of freedom of the seas.
There never was such a thing as freedom
of the seas in wartime. If Hitler should
aholish all his bullying orders restricting
freedom of the seas, we still weuld not
have freedom of the seas as long as there
was a single nation in the war.

I am against the foolish proposal which
will lead our country to war, because you
cannot fight a war with an army and
navy “on order.” If we place upon the
splendid Navy we now have the burden
of the patrel of the Atlantic, the main-
taining of an adequate force in the
Pacific, where Japan has already mo-
bilized her sea forces, and the ever-pres-
ent burden of the protection of the
Panama Canal and the South American
countries, we undertake a job for which
we are wholly unprepared and which
should be undertaken only in the last
extremity of safety.

I am against the modification of the
neutrality law because if we have any
grievance with the Axis Powers, we have
not exhausted the means for peaceful
settlement.

There is in existence a solemn bilateral
treaty between the United States and
Germany, signed right here in Washing-
ton, ratified by this body on the 10th of
May 1928, and ratified by Germany on the
28th of January 1929. According to that
treaty, any disputes arising between the
Government of the United States and the
Government of Germany, of whatever
nature they may be, when all other pro-
ceedings have failed, shall be submitted
to a five-man commission. One member
is to be selected by common German-
American agreement, not a citizen of this
country; one to represent each contract-
ing nation and one to be named by each
nation from a third country.

‘We should avail ourselves of the use
of this treaty before we contend that we
have exhausted every reasqnable instru-
ment for peace.
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But it 1s said sneeringly, “You cannot
do business with highwaymen.” Well, if
we cannot do business with highwaymen,
why in the name of common sense do we
still maintain an embassy in Berlin and
give house to a German embassy in the
United States. It is time that some order
be established in our negotiations with
the nations in this controversy, or that
we break off all relations of every kind.

America does not want to be put in the
class of nations which says that a treaty
is only a scrap of paper to be violated
when the observance is inconvenient to
the Nation's self-interest. Let us keep
America as at least one nation which re-
spects its commitments and sets a
standard of honor in its relations with
other countries,

Then I must listen to the voice of the
people of the land. The great majority
of the people of America do not want to
go to war. In Indiana that sentiment is
almost unanimous, as I am sure will be
confirmed by my able colleague the
senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. Vaw
Nuovsl.

That sentiment in Indiana is not
because the people are not willing to
make any sacrifice of blood and treasure
that may be necessary to protect our Na-
tion’s honor or security. Indiana has al-
ways filled to the fullest its measure of
devotion to our country’s safety. The
first life laid down in the last World War
was that of an Indiana citizen. There
can be no challenge to the patriotism and
loyalty of these people opposing our entry
into war.

They do not want to go to war, be-
cause they know that a democracy was
never advanced by war. They know that
most democracies have become decadent
and have perished because of their en-
trance into war. The people of Indiana
in overwhelming number are firmly con-
vinced that entrance into this war would
be the death knell of the Republic. For
that reason I cannot abet the suicide of
the Republic by voting for a measure
which I believe would lead to war,

I am accepting the call of the people
not because the great majority of them
are opposed to entrance into the war; I
am accepting the call because I believe
that in times of ecrisis for our Nation,
when our problems have been resolved
through the medium of the common peo-
ple, the right solution has been reached.
I have faith that, in the last analysis,
they are right.

Mr. President, since I have come to
Washington the spot which has im-
pressed me the most is not this imposing
Capitol Building housing the heart of
government. Nor is it that stately statue
erected to the statesmanship of George
Washington, first President of our coun-
try. Neither is it that magnificent me-
morial on the banks of the Potomac,
which enshrines not only that wonderful
likeness of Abraham Lincoln but also the
saving philosophy of Lincoln engraved on
its walls.

The place here which has made the
deepest impression upon my soul is a lit-
tle hidden hall bedroom down on Tenth
Street across from the old Ford Theater,
There on the blackest night in our Na-
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tion’s history they bore the dying body
of our greatest American. There gath-
ered around his bed not only the mem-
bers of his family but those who had been
nearest to him in the depressing days of
his administration. Here were the men
who came into the official circle to scoff
and learned to praise. They had little
faith in Lincoln at the beginning of his
administration, but they came to trust
him as a tower of strength as he brought
the Nation out of the valley of the
shadow of death.

One of those men who stood at that
bedside through that saddest of April
nights was Secretary Stanton, who had
been most cruel and contemptuous in the
early days of that administration, but
when the last breath of life passed from
President Lincoln, Mr. Stanton uttered
those immortal words, “Now he belongs
to the ages.”

These men had come from doubt to
faith, from criticism to confidence, from
distrust to devotion, and they reached
that faith, that confidence, and that de-
votion because they recognized that the
fundamental, driving principle back of
Abraham Lincoln was an abiding faith in
the judgment of the common people.

Placing my faith in that same tribunal,
I shall cast my vote against the modifi-
cation of the neutrality law. [Manifes-
tations of applause in the galleries.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Farranp in the chair), The Chair must
admonish the occupants of the galleries
demonstrations of approval or disap-
proval are not permitted under the rules
of the Senate.

Mr, NYE. Mr. President, aware of the
fact that the Senate does not want to
listen any further, that there is no will
to afford that patience which would per-
mit a continued hearing for those who
would be heard upon this all-important
challenge, I am not one who would de-
lay for longer than is absolutely neces-
sary a decision upon the issue. I am
aware of the fact that during this day
serious effort is being made to accomplish
such understanding as would permit a
decision upon the issue before the day
is ended, and because of a desire to co-
operate in that effort I shall do my ut-
most to confine what remarks I wish to
make upon the subject within an hour,
if I possibly can. To accomplish that I
shall of necessity have to ignore such
requests as may be made to yield to other
Senators unless it be strictly and alone
for a question.

Mr. President, if Congress enacts this
repealer of virtually all that remains of
law fortifying our chance to keep out of
war, then we of Congress have naught
to do but acknowledge finally the fact
that our separate steps up to war, includ-
ing this pending repeal of neutrality fea-
tures, had brought us into the war. It
will be no valid excuse then for Congress
to whine that it had taken those steps be-
cause the President had said the steps
would keep us out of war. If the pend-
ing proposed grant of authority to the
President to arm our ships and send
them into the war zones and into bel-
ligerent ports is enacted, let every Mem-
ber of Congress who supports the pro-
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posal count himself responsible for what
is certain to follow.

We have all declared at one time or
another that we are unalterably opposed
to engaging our country in a shooting
war. But when we support this repeal
resolution we actually vote authority to
the President to shoot our way into the
shooting war.

The President requests this course of
action by Congress after he has already
ordered the Navy to shoot on sight.
Congress seems about to accept the
course the President has chosen. Yet
Congress professes determination to keep
America out of the war when it knows
it is giving authority by its vote now to
push us into the war. How like April
7, 1917, are these hours!

I read from an editorial of April 3, 1917,
appearing in a Portland, Oreg., news-
paper:

Congress will undoubtedly accept the course
the President has chosen, The American
Navy, as indicated in the President's message
to Congress, will be used to keep the sea
lanes clear. All the ingenuity and all the
resources of the United States will be em-
ployed to rid the seas of the submarine.
Money and credits will be supplied in full
measure to the Entente. Most of all, muni-
tions, provisions, and equipment will be for-
warded in more liberal measure than ever to
the Entente armies on the western front. No
American army of importance will be sent to
France. There are not ships enough avail-
able to transport a force of any conszquence
or to provislon such a force after it was landed
in Europe. Beyond the sending of a small
force of regulars for sentimental reasons, we
are not likely to make land forces a part of
our contribution to the conflict.

It is the money and the munitions and
the food furnished Germany's antagonists
that will contribute most to the embarrass-
ment of the Hohenzollern dynasty.

Remembering the picture of that pe-
riod, on April 3, 1917, we had not yet
declared war. We were only going to take
a few steps, most innocent, to accomplish
certain fine purposes; but there would be
no A. E. F. This Oregon editor was in-
nocent, as Congress professes to be in-
nocent in this hour, of the consequences
of a vote favorable to the ordering of
our armed ships into submarine and
mine-infested waters abroad. Perhaps
history will be kind to such preposterous
innocence.

What is oresented for the determina-
tion of Congress is simply the privilege of
shooting our way into a shooting war;
and there are those who are thoroughly
disgusted, or at least disappointed, be-
cause there is no unity upon a prospect so
obvious as this one. If there were to he
an open approach to what is being ac-
complished, then there would be laid be-
fore us a proposal for a declaration of
war, with Congress asked to pass upon it;
and after Congress had passed upon it, if
a declaration of war were voted, we could
have as much unity as this country can
possibly afford under existing circum-
stances. But there cannot be unity, and
there will not be unity, in these steps
straight into war so long as they are
professedly steps intended to avoid our
involvement in war.

We have gone through some serious
incidents in recent weeks. First came
the Greer incident; then the orders of
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the President to shoot on sight; then the
Kearny incident; and then the fate that
befell the Reuben James. I have won-
dered, as we have moved through these
days, about the foresight of that Member
among us who at one time many months
ago spocke of a policy and a program to
plow under a proportion of American
sons.

Following the incidents of which I have
spoken, a plea was made to the American
people by none less than the President
himself. He pleaded with those whose
sons had gone down on the Reuben James
or as a result of the tragedy of the Kearny
to get into harmony with the spirit of
the hour, meaning the war spirit. Many
persons have followed that pleading;
many have been made to see that Amer-
ican sons having given their lives to this
cause thus far, it must be acknowledged
that the war is really ours.

But what of the boys themselves, Mr.
President? What of their fathers and
mothers? What are they thinking? I
have been eager to know. Two or three
evenings ago, following a radio broadcast
in which I declared, as others have de-
clared, that the responsibility for those
deaths was alone upon the hands of the
President of the United States, I received
a telephone call from the father of one of
the boys who had perished when the
Reuben James was sunk, I have never
heard upon wires of communication such
pleading and such bitterness of heart as
I heard then, as this man was pleading
for other men’s sons and urging what-
ever action might be taken in Congress
to put a stop to the business of giving to
others, in the name of defense, all we
have that is worth while and sending
forth cur sons in unrepaired, unready
ships such as the Reuben James.

Mr. President, deception and misstate-
ment have heen the motive bchind this
mad rush of ours for far too many weeks.
To point to misrepresentation of more
recent date, I refer to a newspaper re-
port of November 4, appearing in the
New York Herald Tribune, quoting Mrs.
Roosevelt as saying that ship losses show
the United States peril. She is quoted
in that dispatch as having said, in speak-
ing of the Reuben James incident:

I think it will make more people realize
that if we are defending our shores up to
a certain point, we run certain dangers, and
that we get the consequences of running
those dangers.

Here we have a deliberate misstate-
ment of facts, for the Reuben James was
not “defending our shores up to a certain
point,” but was engaged in a service
which is in direct conflict with the
existing neutrality law, and the sinking
had about as much to do with the de-
fense of our shores as the sinking of a
freighter by an iceberg.

The point raised by Mrs. Roosevelt
does not involve the wisdom or the neces-
sity of going to war with Germany. Our
interests may (emand such action; but
the big issue in regard to her statement
is that it is not true. Big issues such as
this sinking should he clearly stated with
facts so that they will be clearly under-
stood by everybody. Otherwise, emotion
rather than reason will govern the mass
thinking of the people, as it has largely
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governed the mass thinking in America
today, We are confronted very def-
initely with deception, which the World-
Telegram, of New York, refers to as the
“whiskers,” and demands the removal
of “the false whiskers” from this issue,
declaring that:

Before the Senate neutrality vote the ad-
ministration should take the false whiskers
off its “partial repeal” resolution.

Every Member of Congress kncws this is
a vote on undeclared naval and alr war. But
the public does not know.

The public has been fooled so often about
this war business that there is going to be a
bitter reaction some day.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial entitled “Last
Call for Congress” may be printed in its
entirety at this point in the Recorp as
a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the New York World-Telegram of
Tuesday, November 4, 1841]
LAST CALL FOR CONGRESS

Before the Senate neutrality vote the ad-
ministration should take the false whiskers
off its partial-repeal resolution.

Every Member of Congress knows this 1s a
vote on undeclared naval and air war. But
the public does not know.

The public has been fooled so often about
this war business that there is going to be a
bitter reaction some day.

So far not one major decision on this issue
has been frank., The Neutrality Act was first
amended in 1939, on the administration's
plea that this would prevent involvement.
Lend-lease was passed with the same pledge,
plus a commitment against delivery and con=
voys. Even as recently as the House vote on
arming merchantmen the adminlstration
feared to include repeal of the ban on Amer!-
can deliveries to belligerent ports through
combat zones—a step toward frankness that
has now been fcrced in the Senate by Re=-
publican interventionists,

The honest way to vote on the President’s
blank check for undeclared war is by a
straight repeal resolution. And the honest
way to vote on all-out intervention is by a
declaration-of-war resolution.

This is the last call so far as Congress 18
concerned. The United States already is part
way in a shooting war by Presidential order,
without congressional consent—far enough in
that many Members opposing intervention
think the President, by an accomplished fact,
has destroyed Congress' constitutional power
of cholce. Certainly this would be true if the
area of undeclared naval combat were
widened, After that, no congressional vote
could undo the fact of war.

Now Congress must decide whether we are
geing in; and If so whether we shall try to
limit it to a naval and air war, or prepare an
American expeditionary force. The Ameri=-
can people have a right to know,

In our judgment, repeal of the neutrality
law and extension of the naval-air war—to
say nothing of an American expeditionary
force—would be folly. For reasons elogquently
stated by the President in the campaign, we
think the United States can be more effective
as an arsenal for the Allies than as a belliger-
ent arming itself. The Increasing threat of
Paclfic war, if nothing else, should prevent
our walking into Hitler's trap of a two-ocean
war with a one-ocean navy.

But whether the United States goes to war
or stays out, the essential thing is that a
clear constitutional decision be made in such
a way as to strengthen our democracy and
to cement our national unity, That cannot
be achleved by a craven Congress, passing a
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phony resolution, abdicating its constitu-
tional responsibility to decide peace or war.
Last call for Congressl|

Mr, NYE. Is there anyone who can
doubt that by this action, if we take it,
we of Congress will be definilely vacat-
ing our own powers as representatives of
the people?

The Wall Street Journal, under a head-
ing Peace or War, writes this editorial:

We believe that if Congress authorizes the
arming of merchant ships, without at the
same time considering the implications of its
action, the effect will be that it has vacated
its own constitutional power to declare war.
We belleve that it will have glven another
branch of the Government a power of action
where a complete shooting war will be inevi-
table. Another of the world's legislatures
will have surrendered.

So it seems to us past time that our for-
elgn policy ke lald before the people, not in
pleces llke a jlg-saw puzzle, but as a full
pleture.

Let us have a full congressional discussion
of war and its implications, Let us consider
the lives that will be lost, the treasure that
will be spent, and what we must do and
where we must go to achleve a victory.

Let us also discuss the necessity for war
and the alternatives to war,

‘We have expressed our hope as to what the
decision will be. But if 1t is otherwise than
we hope, we will know that it has been ar«
rived at by the process of American democs
racy.

The full acceptance of such a decision is a
duty.

Most heartily do I agree that to be the
duty at this time confronting the Mem-
bers of the Senate.

Mr. President, obviously it is war that
we are about to vote for. Why disguise
it? Why run away from the fact? Why
run away from so obvious a thing as the
consequences which must follow upon the
heels of the authorization which the
pending legislation, if enacted, would
grant to the President of the United
States?

H. Bond Bliss, writer of a daily column
in the Miami Herald, puts it well when ha
says:

War. It begins to come home. Now Amerl-
can ships are sunk, American lives are lost,
Blood is being shed., It is no longer short of
war. BSo the interventlonists, safely inside
the ramparts, should rejoice. They have won,
Lights are going out in America, as they went
out in Europe. This Nation enters the ine
sane asylum voluntarily. We shall save de=
mocracy by destroying it; we shall end war by
waging it. It isa very solemn occasion. His-
torians of the future will wonder how a great
and free country was for the second time
dragred into the bloody chaos of the impos=
sible Europe—against the will of the silent
people.

Torpedoed was the American destroyer Reu=
ben James, carrying 120 officers and men.
This fateful event occurred in Yceland waters
while tl.e vessel was engaged in convoy duty,
participating in the shooting war personszlly
declared by President Roosevelt without con=-
sulting the Con_ress of the United States,
The American Navy loses its first warship.
But there will be others.

Comment. President Roosevelt said it did
not change the international situation from
the American viewpoint., No; we are at war,
Knew nothing about breaking diplomatic re«
lations. Americans and Germans are £hoot=
ing each other bhut they may continue to
meet and talk in Washington. It is a pleasant
arrangement—except for the boys who die,
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In concluding his column for that day,
Mr. Bliss had this to say:

Lights are actually going out. Blacked are
decorative lighting signs and other nonessen-
tials in Southeastern States where electricity
must be conserved for defense industries.
The dark is good. It hides so much.

How much it hides, Mr. President, we
shall better know, perhaps, another day
than now; but that it is hiding much we
must concede.

Darkness of deception and of misstate-
ment, of hate and of fear and of fiction,
governs for the moment our shameful
change of mind and the guickness with
which we are ready to grasp at anything
which would seem to excuse our actions
of the moment. It was only, it seems
now, a matter of a few weeks ago when
the cry across this land, from the At-
lantic to the Pacific, led by American
leadership, was, “Come! Save France.”
Then a little later it was, “Come! Save
Greece.” Our hearts were in the cause
of the people of France and of Greece.
But today the same leadership and many
cf the same persons who shared the wish
to aid France and to aid Greece, are
wholly tolerant and cooperative with the
policy which finds us, in cooperation with
Great Britain, starving Greece and starv-
ing France, and finding excuses for doing
s0.
It seems only a matter of days ago,
Mr, President, when all over this land
the praises were being sung of that cou-
rageous little land, Finland, and its fine
people—our kind of people. We respect-
ed them, we honored them, we praised
them in all quarters. Within the last
few hours the Secretary of State, Mr,
Hull, has notified Finland that if she
does not stop her present fighting she
will, in effect, find herself the enemy of
the United States and will fall from the
good graces of the United States. What
has occasioned this fall from our so-
called good graces? Nothing more, Mr.
President, than that Finland has reached
out and availed herself of the only club
at hand to be used in rewinning the
sovereignty she lost only a few months
ago to Joe Stalin and Russia. That is
the sum total of reason, of cause, for
our attitude and our action today against
Finland.

Not long ago was the hour when we
shuddered and feared that vulturelike
thing which rested back there in the
shadows of Europe, that thing which
seemed to be waiting for Europe to waste
herself to decay so that it might move in
and thrive, as it thrives only upon de-
struction and upon despair. How we
feared that wulture, Russia; how we
hated those who had persecuted and
crucified religion. How we detested
those murderers, guilty of more manner
of crimes than civilization ever dreamed
could possibly be committed in its pres-
ent day. But today we are doing all
we can to accomplish delivery of aid to
the people of Russia; and today many of
those who bundled for Britain and
shuddered in contemplation of what
communism in Russia would mean to the
world are bundling for Russia.

Mr. President, these things could not
have been accomplished without decep-
tion, without misstatement, without re-
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sort to hate and to fear and to the fiction
to which we have been so largely sub-
jected of late months. Indeed, dark-
ness is good at times, especially in times
such as these, when we find these great
inconsistencies in our changed thinking
overnight. I suppose there is no more
reason why Americans shculd not change
their minds abruptly than that Britons
should change their minds almost over-
night. Today we receive in America the
Beaverbrooks, as we once received Lord
Lothian, and we listen to every word
Winston Churchill may say, because
everything such British statesmen may
do and say is directed to the fanning of
our hates and fears. But when these
men were free from the pressure and
from the force that is directed against
them now, they were talking quite an-
other language. Today they would have
us feel and know what I am inclined to
agree with, namely, that the world faces
nothing more challenging than Hitlerism
at the present time, but it was only a
short time ago that these Britons were
praising the same identical Hitlerism.

On October 31, 1938, Lord Beaverbrook,
the same Lord Beaverbrook who wants
us now to hate and to believe that our
very life as a nation is dependent upon
the destruction of Hitler, said:

‘We certainly credit Hitler with honesty and
sincerity. We believe in his purpose, stated
over and over agaln, to seek an accommoda-
tion with us, and we accept to the full the
implications of the Munich document.

Lord Rothemere, he who would have us
believe that we cannot do business with
Hitler and cannot even think of tolerat-
ing those who would undertake to do
business with Hitler—in 1938 Lord Rothe~
mere said:

There is no man living whose promise given
in regard to something of real moment I
would sconer take—

Meaning than Hitler's—

He is simple, unaffzcted, and obviously
gincere. He is supremely intelligent.

But in a matter of 2 years—indeed, less
than that—there came the changed
thinking which these men have been tell-
ing to us in season and out of season ever
since. We all know the part Lord Lothian
played when he was here in developing
these hates and fears. Yet the same
Lord Lothian in 1938 was saying concern-
ing the causes of the trouble in Europe:

We are largely responsible for the situa-
tion that confronts us today.

“We” meaning Great Britain.

If ancther war comes and the history of
it is ever written, the dispassionate his-
torian a hundred years hence will not eay
that Germany alone is responsible for it,
even if she strikes the first blow, but that
those who mismanaged the world between

1918 and 1937 had a large share of responsi-
bility for it.

Now, Mr, President, while we are being
urged to -destroy this man Hitler, with
no one urging it more powerfully than
Winston Churchill, it is most interesting
to look ahead and anticipate what might
happen in certain eventualities in Eu-
rope according to Mr. Churchill's own
defining. In 1938 Mr, Churchill was
saying this:
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I have always sald that if Great Britain
were defeated in war 1 hoped we should find
a Hitler to lead us back to our rightful posi-
tion among the nations.

That was only in November 1938 Mr.
President. In 1934 Mr., Churchill was
saying:

We must be safe from undue foreign pres-
sure. * * * We cannot confide the
safety of our country to the passions or the
panic of any foreign nation which may be
facing some desperate crisls, * * * All
history has proved the peril of being de-
pendent upon a foreign state for home de-
fense instead of upon one's own right arm.

The same Churchill who today is
preaching to Americans, “You must get
into this fight; it is your war we are
fighting,” gave us notice in 1934 that if
we were in Britain’s shoes and Britain
were in our shoes we would have no
right to look to Britain for any aid in
an hour such as this.

Mr. WALSH. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICEEP (Mr.
SmaTHERS in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from North Dakota yield to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts?

Mr. NYE. 1 yield to the Senator from
Massachusetts,

Mr. WALSH., Has the Senator's at-
tention been called to the President’s
speech of yesterday to the delegates to
the International Labor Organization
conference?

Mr. NYE. Ihave not read the speech;
I heard some discussion concerning it
this morning.

Mr. WALSH. May I read two sen-
tences from that address?

Mr, NYE. I yield to the Senator for
that purpose.

Mr. WALSH. I quote from the Presi-
dent’s speech of yesterday:

The American people have made an unlim-
fted commitment that there shall be a free
world. Against that commitment no indi-
vidual or group shall prevail.

I ask the Senator to note the language,
“An unlimited commitment that there
shall be a free world.” If that means
anything, it means that our Army, our
Navy, our resources, and our lives are
committed unlimitedly to free the world.
Furthermore, if it means what it appears
to mean from tae use of the word “shall,”
we are going to be committed indefinitely
to the task of bringing freedom to the
world. I ask the Senator, Does he know
whether anybody but the President of
the United States has been consulted in
reference to any such commitment?

Mr. NYE. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts knows, as I feel I know, that
there has been no consultation that has
brought about any such unlimited com-
mitment as the President has proclaimed
exists. “Commitments,” Mr, President!
We have been told again and again and
again in respect to our relations with for-
eign countries that there have been no
commitments of which we of the Con-
gress and the people of the United States
were not aware. Time and time again
has that assurance been given. Now
comes the word from the lips of the
President himself that we are committed
to the accomplishment of a free world.
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I am obliged to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts for calling my attention to that,
because the expression of the President
plus the important proposal before us,
leaves nothing, Mr. President, to the
imagination. We ought now to be ready
to acknowledge that going through with
the proposal before us means war. We
lay in the lap and place in the hands of
the President of the United States him-
self every claim that we in the Congress
have in the way of control over the ques-
tion of going to war.

There need be no doubt about the im-
port of this immediate proposal. * There
have been doubts concerning the pre-
vious steps and the law violations that
have been practiced. But every time the
doubt has been decided in favor of the
President. In the case of his quarantine
speech, the people decided the doubt in
his favor and said, “Well, perhaps he
knows, and perhaps this is a thing that
will increase our chance to avoid involve-
ment in war.” When it came time for
Congress to be asked to repeal the arms
embargo, the President gave double as-
surance that it did not mean war, that it
meant the opposite; it meant prevention
of involvement in war.

In his message to Congress on Septem-
ber 21, 1939, the President said:

I say this because with the repeal of the
embargo this Government clearly and defi-
nitely will insist that American citizens and
American ships keep away from the imme-
diate perlls of the actual zones of con-
flict, * » &

1 belleve that American merchant vessels
should, so far as possible, be restiricted from
entermg danger Zones.

Mr. President, there was an assurance,
a broad assurance, an assurance that the
American people and the Congress were
ready to accept. That was a thing that
was going to help us keep out of war—
this assurance by the same President who
has not even waited for authorization to
move American merchant ships into the
danger zones.

When conscription came, it came in
the name of helping us keep cut of war—
conscripting first for 12 and then for 30
months young men for military service
and training, at a time when even na-
tions at war were conscripting for a like
purpose for a pericd of only 4 months, as
was true in the case of Canada.

Again, lend-lease was accomplished in
the name of helping us keep out of war,
and the decision of the people there was
one in favor of the President’s own de-
clared conclusions.

Then, in part at least, we were told, in
connection with the $13,000,000,000 of
appropriations to implement the lend-
lease program, that there, too, was assur-
anca—Ilarge assurance—of our ability to
keep out of the war.

And when, without autkorization or
warning, the President moved American
boys into Iceland, outside of this hemi-
sphere, again the people settled the doubt
that was in their minds and considered
that perhaps these things were in the
interest of keeping America out of war.

All these things were accomplished by
this kind of assurance; but there is not
going to be, in American thinking, any
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doubt decided in favor of the President
on what the pending challenge really
means to the people of the United States.
There is not any doubting the meaning
of his orders to “shoot on sight.” There
is not any doubt concerning the incidents
that befell the Greer, th: Kearny, and the
Reuben James; and there is not going to
be any doubt concerning the purport,
whatever it may be called, of the repealer
resolution which is now pending here.
The challenge now, and the people knocw
it, is war; and no Memker of Congress is
going to be able satisfactorily to explain
to the people of America that this step is
anything other than one immediately in-
viting Americar involvement in a much
larger way in this war.

No one doubts that public sentiment in
the United States is very definitely ad-
verse to added involvement by our coun-
try. No one seriously disputes it. For
my own part I think, were the issue of
war or peace clearly and definitely put to
the American people, we should find at
least 90 percent of them determined
against involvercent in it; and here we
are immediately challenged with the pos-
sibility—though it may be by only one or
two votes, the possibility, nevertheless—
of the Senate letting the country be
moved into an undeclared war.

Mr. President, I shall not disguise the
fact that I am angry, as others are angry.
I have fullest respect for every mind in
this Chamber. To them goes the right
which I ask to have—the right to speak
what they think, and to speak as they
will. But, however highly I respect
others, I cannot be other than angered
when I ghserve how we have been taken
inch by inch, by deception and by mis-
statement, to {he very precipice upon
which we find ourselves at this moment.
I am angry when I see how easy is the
spending of money that we do not have,
of credit that belongs to generations yet
unborn. It angers me to know that it is
approximately true that from 1789 down
to 1933 the total expenditures of the Fed-
eral Government were $71,000,000,000,
whereas the expendifures and authoriza-
tions from 1933 down to the present hour
total more than that, approximately
$75,000,000,000—mote in 9 years than was
true in the preceding 144 years. And yet
there is a feeling of resignation that
somehow—no one knows just how, but
somehow—we shal: find our way out of it,
and add to these costs the costs that will
accrue if we go the full reute and invclve
ourselves in the thing which I believe is
going to destroy every civilization that
lets its hand touch it; and we shall have
an accumulation of billions of debt that
will do something more than stagger the
American imagination.

I have been angered to see how easily,
for a few minutes at least, Americans
were ready to accept the thought that
we were launching upon a program that
was surely going to accomplish for all the
world, in our time and our generation,
freedoms that not even some Americans
in our own time and generation could
hope to enjoy.

1 have been angered by what I have
observed to be the almost complete sur-
render of the legislative branch of the
Government to the executive branch,

8605

I am angered when I see the economy
of my country being thoroughly wrecked
and disrupted, while over in Great Britain
manufacturers there, profiting by our
priorities program here in the ‘United
States and profiting by our lend-lease aid,
are taking our American steel, molding it
into the machines that they sell back to
us in America and sell to the South Amer-
ican republics, and holding their own
trade channels while America is aban-
doning all, or practically all, of her trade
channels.

It angers me to see the American peo-
ple made to pay more for food than is
being paid in Great Britain for food that
is being shipped from America, and paid
for with lend-lease American dollars,

These things do anger me, and yet I
have not let the anger become a hatred.
I have not let it become an obsession, be-
cause somehow I am made to feel that
we are going to win this cause of saving
America from destruction. I think it was
Herbert Hoover who said that God has
been awfully good to children and to
drunks. EKnowing how childish we have
been in some respects, knowing how
drunk we have become upon misinfor-
mation, I still have hope that perhaps we
can yet be saved.

But Icok, Mr. President, for just a mo-
ment. Look to the things that we have
been caused to fear. There is the fear
of dependence on our part upon the Brit-
ish Navy; fear that Britain is our first
line of defense. Once it was France—
in which event, then, our first line of
defense has long since been abandoned.
Then there is the expressed fear of in-
vasion, and the fear that we may, in
certain eventualities abroad, lose all our
foreign trade. Then there is the fear and
the hatred of aggressor nations; and then
there is the fear, planted by Americans,
that if we do not help accomplish the
defeat of certain causes in Europe, an
American insurance policy will not be
worth the paper it is written upon.

Mr. President, in the interest of saving
time, having spent a great deal of time in
preparing briefs upon this subject in an-
ticipation of this address to the Senate, I
ask unanimous consent that following my
remarks of today the briefs referred to
may be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, the fears of
which I have been speaking briefly, to
which I refer at greater length in the
briefs which have just been received for
the REecorp, have been engineered by
propaganda pure and simple, some of it
emanating from abroad, most of it en-
gineered and carried on right here at
home.

Following the last war, Lord North-
cliffe was good enough to reveal for the
benefit and knowledge of Americans that
during the course of our neutrality days
of 1914, 1915, and 1916 Great Britain had
spent $156,000,000 to accomplish the en-
try of the United States into that war of
Great Britain’s. I am not so foolish as
to believe that there is not some such
amount of money being spent in the
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United States these days to accomplish
our involvement in the present war.

We know that in times past Britons,
including Winston Churchill, have ex-
pressed themselves as appreciating what
could be accomplished if only they could
get some American blood spilled, what a
large part that would play in causing
America finally to take part in Europe’s
war.

These fears, engineered by propaganda,
have accomplished unbelievable things in
American thinking. I shall not say more
about the issue of propaganda, but I ask
unanimous consent to have printed fol-
lowing my remarks a statement which I
have prepared upon the issue of propa-
ganda.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered. :

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, propaganda
in a word, has accomplished an almost
complete alteration of our course in
America and of our policy. It seems only
yesterday that, after our last war experi-
ence in Europe, the front pages all over
the land were like the one I have in my
hand, a reproduction of the front page
of the Chicago American of November 11,
1918. What a joyous story that front
page carried to the American people:

“Fight has stopped. America’s aims ac-
complished,” says Wilson.

So goes the story, with words from
Marshal Foch, with words from France
concerning the ending of that awful thing
which had beset the world, starting in
1914. And from that day on there came
the evidence which caused Americans
almost unanimously to vow that never,
never, never again would we permit this
land of ours fo be involved in war as it
was in 1917 and 1918.

What we saw after the Armistice Day,
the anniversary of which we shall be cel-
ebrating in 3 or 4 days, was that, though
we had gone forth to attain great and
noble objectives we had lost everything
for which we had said we were fighting.
We felt the burden of the cost, we saw
the mounting debt which involvement in
that war was bringing. We felt, as the
years moved on, the seriousness of the
depression which the changed economy
occasioned by that war had brought to
American business and to American in-
dividuals, and we said, “Never again.”

Then from year to year we looked into
the commanding buildings called veter-
ans’ hospitals, and saw there reminders
of what war could do to a nation. We
felt and we saw at every crossroads in
America heartbreak and broken homes,
and we swore, “Never again.”

Then we listened to those who had
been our Allies referring to us constantly
and continuously as “Uncle Shylock,”
and we said, “Never again.”

But I do not think anything entered
more largely into American resolution
than did the attitude of our Allies, the
Britons primarily, some of them active
in the cause of their country, when they
resorted to the story, and repeated it
again and again and again, that “We
could have won the war without you
gmi%rjcans. You did not do your part

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

No one knows better than do the Brit-
ons that during the closing days of that
war far more American sons than British
sons were fighting in France.

As we weighed all that and more, the
determination of the American people to
see that it never happened again
mounted; it grew to be a great force in
American thinking, a force which was
felt so powerfully here in Congress that
Congress set itself to the writing of
whatever manner of law might be written
in order to prevent our easy involvement
in another foreign struggle, and the neu-
trality laws resulted.

We need not here declare what the
purpose of those laws was. Everyone
knows their purpose. The purpose was
served by acknowledgment of the fears
which had been the greatest force in
dragging us into the last war. Those
laws were passed by Congress by very
nearly unanimous votes in both Houses.
They were cheered from one end of the
land to the other. But no one cheered
louder, no one gave greater lip service
and praise to those laws of neutrality,
than did the President of the United
States.

The laws had not been on the books
long before the coming of the 1936 Presi-
dential campaign, and during the course
of that campaign, in the much-referred-
to Chautauqua speech, the President por-
trayed how the little steps had been re-
sponsible for getting us into the last war.
It must not happen again, he said. He
spoke of the Congress, through the neu-
trality laws, having fortified the coun-
try’s ability to avoid involvement in war.

Then he said—I am not trying to quote
his words exactly, but I think I am not
misstating at all—that when trouble
came to Europe there would be selfish,
greedy ones in America, bent upon get-
ting the fool’s gold which was available
out of other peoples’ wars, who would
want the neutrality laws repealed, set
aside, ignored. But, said the President,
if ever the choice should again be ours
as between peace and profit, America
must, America would, choose peace.

I think history will record that there
never was delivered in all American po-
litical history a more influential cam-
paign speech than the one at Chautauqua.
It sewed up the decision days before the
election, for it was in that hour that
Americans were hearing the roll of the
drums in Europe again, and wondering
whether it meant the sacrifice of more
American sons. Our citizenship sought
nothing in that campaign so much as
assurance from would-be leaders that
America would not be involved in the
war; and here was a man telling the
people what would happen if selfish ones
came and tried to get rid of this fortifica-
tion against war, the laws of neutrality.

Immediately following that campaign
and the recording of the result, and the
swearing in of a new Congress, there
came complete fulfillment of the Presi-
dent’s prediction. There came to Con-
gress those seeking repeal of the arms-
embargo feature of the neutrality law,
and the one fulfilling the prophecy as to
those who would be after fool's gold, the
No. 1 operator, was President Roosevelt
himself, asking for repeal of the arms
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embargo, and, of course, doing it in the
name of keeping us out of war, as every
step after that was taken in the name
of keeping us out of war.

Step by step, Mr. President, we have
gone down the road to war. Propaganda
has changed innumerable minds, pre-
sumably strong minds.

Today, with regularity, in newspaper
columns and over the air waves, comes a
voice preaching no word of warning, no
word of caution, no word looking to a
possible collectiveness and coolness on
the part of the American people. Quite
the contrary, that voice today would have
us understand that we ought to be much
further involved in this thing than we
are. I am speaking of Walter Winchell.
Walter Winchell stood his ground
against this propaganda for a long while.
He stood his ground and was standing
it splendidly in 1939 when he wrote lines
that are just as true today as they were
on the day they were spoken. Hear him,
Mr. President:

Once again Europe is rolling the loaded
dice of destiny. And once again America Is
asked to play the role of international sucker.
The time has come for us to pause and
consider. If we must have another Unknown
Boldier, let us not ask him to die for an
unknown reason. And just what will be
accomplished by dying in the mud? He will
not increase America’s resources; the last
war nearly ruined our fertile lands. He will
not increase America's wealth; in the last
war we loaned our gold and were gold-
bricked in return. America must learn that
her sons abroad will bring monuments to
her glory, but her sons at home are a monu-
ment to her common sense. The future of
American youth is on top of American soil—
not underneath European dirt.

Mr, President, one must be impressed
by the tremendous change that has come
into the thinking and the acting of men
since that hour in 1939. Perhaps some
day we shall know what has played a part
in that sort of consideration. We were
asked originally simply to permit the
arming of merchantmen. That proposal
has been amended by the Senate com-
mittee under, I should say, rather dis-
tressing circumstances, without a chance
for the American people to be heard; it
has been amended to provide also for the
dispatch of our armed ships into the war
zones and even into belligerent ports.
Originally the request was merely for the
arming of merchantmen. I dare say that
if we should refuse to grant that author-
ity we would find that many American
merchantmen have already been armed
without authority, in defiance of Con-
gress.

I have before me a letter dated Octo-
ber 30, from Baltimore, saying:

It may interest you to know that while you
are debating whether our ships should be
armed there lles in Baltimore Harbor the
Cold Harbor, an American ship (which was
recently the Red Cross relief ship), armed and
ready to sail.

The Cold Harbor is not a war vessel but a
freighter, and the gun is'plainly visible.

Mr, President, I spoke of how fear and
fiction had taken in millions upon mil-
lions of Americans. Two men met on a
boat one day and translated this fear and
this fiction into causes, including the
cause of winning the freedom of the seas.
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I shall not repeat what I said the other
day, except to remark that there is no
such thought in the mind of Great Brif-
ain as the granting of freedom of the
seas in the sense in which we consider
freedom of the seas. They had their op-
portunity to enjoy freedom of the seas
back in 1918 and 1919, but they would not
accept it, they would not have anything
to do with it. They insulted the Presi-
dent of the United States as they denied
him a chance for his issue of freedom of
the seas.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. I yield to the Senator from
Eentucky. .

Mr. BARKLEY, I have been trying
by conferences to arrange an agreement
with respect to the limitation on debate,
and I think that a solution has been
arrived at which will be satisfactory to
everyone.

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that, beginning at 5 o’clock p. m. today
and during the further consideration of
the pending measure, no Senator shall
speak more than once nor longer than
10 minutes on the joint resolution or any
amendment thereto.

Mr, TYDINGS, Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I do not want
to interfere with a speedy vote by this
body on the question; but after much
consideration I have prepared a state-
ment of my position, which it will take
me about an hour, or perhaps an hour
‘and 15 minutes, to present. My state-
ment is about 40 pages long, widely
spaced. I do not wish to delay matters,
but I do not desire to be foreclosed the
opportunity to make that speech.

Mr, BARKLEY. I understood that the
Senator from Maryland would follow the
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr, NYE, Mr, President, I may say to
the Senator from Maryland that I shall
not take more than 15 or 20 minutes
longer.

Mr. TYDINGS. Then I understand
the Senator from Florida [Mr, ANDREWS]
is to speak, and that I shall follow him,
and if the Senator from Florida does not
speak long, and 1 shall have time to de-
liver my speech, I shall be glad to enter
into the proposed agreement.

Mr. BARKLEY. As the Senator will
recall, in trying to arrange this program
today it was agreed that the Senator
from Maryland was to follow the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. NyEl.

Mr, TYDINGS. That suits me per-
fectly..

Mr. BARKLEY. I feel that arrange-
ment ought to be carried out. I think
there will be plenty of time for Senators
to speak. I have not spoken, and I feel
that I should say something before the
vote, but I am willing to forego any re-
marks whatever on this matter in order
to get a vote. If I cannot have the op-
portunity of speaking before the 5 o’clock
limitation, I shall take my chances with
the 20 minutes allowed. I think we shall
be able to accommodate everyone.

Mr. TYDINGS. I shall not object, be-
cause I shall enter into the spirit of the
occasion, and if unforeseen -circum-
stances should arise, I will rely on the
good faith of my friend the Senator from
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Kentucky to see that I have an oppor-
tunity to be heard.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, what
has been said conforms to my wishes.
I wish to add to the Senator from Mary-
land that it was understood that he was
to follow the Senator from North Da-
kota. I think he will be given ample
time to make his remarks before the*lim-
itation on debate begins at 5 o’clock.

Mr. BARKLEY, Yes.

Mr. McNARY. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bun-
KER in the chair). Is there objection to
the unanimous-consent request of the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]?
The Chair hears none, and the agree-
ment is entered into.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, I may
say, if the Senator from North Dakota
will yield further——

Mr, NYE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY, For the information
of the Senate I wish to announce that in
view of the agreement, the Senate will
continue in session and not adjourn to-
day until we have had a vote.

Mr. NYE. Mr., President, when I
yvielded to the Senator from EKentucky
[Mr, BarxrEy] for the unanimous-con-
sent arrangement, I was speaking of how
we had been denied the accomplishment
of things for which we had fought by
those with whom we had allied ourselves
to the end that we might win those
things—freedom of the seas, for ex-
ample. If again men in high places shall
tell us that if we will simply do our part
now we can have freedom of the seas
when the present international mess
shall have been cleared up. I shall be re-
minded only of the warning so oft re-
peated, the warning of the Indian who
said “White man fool Indian once.
Shame on white man. White man fool
Indian twice. Shame on Indian.” So it
is with us Americans. If we are going to
lend ourselves to being fooled again as
completely as we have been fooled here-
tofore, the shame will not be upon Great
Britain for striving to get us into this
war—the shame will be upon us of 1941,
and especially us here in the Senate who
hold within our hands the opportunity
now to change the course and to deny
the continuing direction which is bound
to have us involved ultimately.

These things could be avoided if we
would give truth a little larger chance in
America than it has had in a great many
months. To my way of thinking, in spite
of all that has been said to the contrary,
the causes confronting the world and
the causes confronting Europe today are
the same identical causes that have had
one generation after another of Euro-
peans involved in war—causes not at all
unlike those which involved the world,
including ourselves, not quite 25 years
ago.

Mr. President, is it unfair, when we go
searching for what might be the funda-
mental cause of Europe’s trouble today,
to resort to such authority as David
Lloyd George, speaking even after his
country had declared war against Ger-
many? I insist that the address deliv-
ered in Parliament by David Lloyd
George on May 9, 1940, may be referred
to again in the Senate as a prefty fine
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statement of what probably are the un-
derlying causes. Said David Lloyd
George in that address on that day:

The Treaty of Versailles was not carried
out by those who dictated it. A good deal
of the trouble was due to that fact. We were
dealing with governments in Germany
which were democratic governments, based
on a democratic franchise, with democratic
statesmen, and it is because we did not carry
out the undertaking we had given to those
democratic governments that Hitler came
into power. There was a good deal that
was done in Germany, more particularly
with regard to disarmament. The solid
promise that we gave, not merely in the
treaty itself, but in a document which I
took part in drafting, which was signed by
M. Clemenceau on our behalf, that if Ger-
many disarmed, we should immediately fol-
low her example, was not carried out, and
there is no government that is more responsi-
ble for that than the present national gov=
ernment which came into power in 1931,
They had their opportunity. America was
ready, Germany was ready—it was a time
when Herr Bruening was in charge—but we
refused to carry out the terms after Ger-
many had been completely disarmed. We
had the certificate of the ambassadors to
say that disarmament was completed, but in
spite of that, we did not carry out our part.

The Prime Minister of the World War
days further stated in this speech in
Parliament:

I urged the conquering powers, who were
then all powerful, to exert their authority
to compel these countries to carry out the
pledges which they had given. I pointed out
over and over again that if they did not do
80 it would end in a great European war
and that there would be trouble. My predic-
tions, unfortunately, have turned out to be
true, and when the history of the whole of
these transactions come to be written, if the
honorable gentleman will take the trouble
to read it, he will find that most of this
trouble has originated in the fact that the
victors in the late war did not carry out
solemn pledges which they gave in a treaty
which they themselves dictated. They had
the opportunity. Germany was prostrate.
The creation of this terrible power in Ger-
many, the spirit which is behind it, and
what makes it so formidable at the present
moment is due to the fact that we did not
carry out our pledges.

Mr. President, whose war is it, there-
fore, under the acknowledged circum-
stances? Definitely it is not ours. It is
the war of those who did not know how
to treat a peace; and, unfortunately,
there have been few victors in Europe
who have known how to treat a peace
in a way that would accomplish any-
thing resembling an enduring peace.

Mr. President, so long as we keep upon
the statute books laws forbidding the
arming of merchantmen, forbidding
American vessels in war zones, and for-
bidding American vessels in the ports of
belligerent nations, we have some power
left in Congress to help this country to
keep out of war. The Boston Post ex-
presses it splendidly when it says:

It is going to be hard to explain to the
American public why the Neutrality Act has
to be repealed.

It certainly removed a lot of causes for war
right up to and including the present mo-=
ment. As long as it was active and observed,
the overt acts which bring on war were pushed
into the distance so far that the most rabid
war pi'OthEI‘S were dlsappnlnted. .
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It and considerations of air and naval de-
fense caused the long stride that the United
States took *oward the east.

If we add up causes of this embroilment in
the European war, we can see that If the
Neutrality Act was observed and is observed
in the future, there is little chance of the
overt act happening.

1t is only the strategic considerations which
are being invoked up to the present, and we
a'l are fairly well aware of them.

For exampl., as soon as the war broke out
and the submarine warfare started, many
ships were transferred to Panamanian registry
by private concerns.

The act was passed to keep American ships
out of the war uones so that the debacle of
1917 would not be repeated.

But now, what is the purpose of repealing
the act and sending our duly registered ships
into the war zones?

It surely cannot be that the promoters of
war want a loss of life and property to egg
on publie feeling.

That is not necessary at this time. Under
the present system of shooting war, ordered
by the President, we can have merchant ships,
naval vessels, and aircraft destroyed on the
high road .o Iceland in quantities big enough
to satisfy the most bloodthirsty minds in
America.

We are making up convoys and will prob-
ably reach a fighting decision with Germany's
submarines in a short while,

These actions pay no attention to the spirit
or the word of the Neutrality Act and in effect
nullify it. Yet as long as it remains on the
books the public knows that the Congress
has not been consulted or permitted to make
a decision in the matter. And it is through
Congress that the public expresses itself.

It is urue that peace has flown out of the
window and we are committed to the defeat
of Hitler and his forces.

And it is also true that there is something
ostrichlike in keeping the neutrality law, as
a safeguard to peace, while the shooting war
booms all around the eastern Atlantic.

But as long as It remains on the books the
Congress still holds a moral, if not physical,
grip on the destinies of the Nation.

Precisely, Mr. President. If Congress
wants to surrender whatever grip it has
left upon the destinies of this Nation, it
needs only to pass the resolution which
is pending at the present time, for by so
doing we shall place in the hands of the
President, and the President alone, our
destiny.

Today I heard on the floor of the Sen-
ate a splendid portrayal of what had been
the contributions of him whom we re-
spect, the senior Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Grass]l, and the contributions of
Virginia itself. In this present contro-
versy I should like to point a finger to
at least a part of Virginia where, in an
election the other day, ~7ith the issue
drawn on the question of foreign policy, a
Republican—of all things—in Fairfax
County was elected to the Congress of the
United States. There appears in this
morning’s Times-Herald an article by
Frank C. Waldrop entitled “Test Case,”
which I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington Times-Herald of No-
vember 7, 1941]
TEST CASE
(By Frank C. Waldrop)

We have had an interesting little test case

over in Fairfax County, Va., on whether the
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public wants its elected representatives to be
world savers or minders of home business,

In this instance we have the case of Col,
Richard Farr, running as a Republican, versus
Francis Pickens Miller, a Democrat, in the
contest for the Fairfax County seat in the
Virginia House of Delegates.

Colonel Farr won by 1,588 votes to 1,399.

Fairfax County is not Republican. Indeed,
Colonel Farr frankly admits “naturally, it was
the Democrats who elected me, and I'm going
to thank them, too.”

Now, why did this happen?

Francis Pickens Miller, according to the
1940-41 edition of Who's Who, was born at
Middlesborough, Ky., June 5, 1895, and got
his bachelor of arts degree from Washington
and Lee University. Then he went over to
England and got his master of arts degree
from Oxford University, which he attended
as a Rhodes scholar. From there he went on
to Geneva to work at the Graduate Institute
of International Studies. He was in the
American Expeditionary Force (2 years), ris-
ing from private to first lieutenant, and since
the first World War has busied himself with
matters of great international moment.

He is a member of the board of visitors
and governors of St. John's College at An-
napolis and has been in the Virginia House
of Delegates since 1938,

Until now.

Mr. Miller is an all-around busy man, for
he happens to be not only all the foregoing
but also one of the prime movers and central
organizers of the campaign to put America
into this European war. He not only admits
but is intensely proud of this role.

In July 1940 he was busy organizing war
propaganda campaigns in company with
newspaper columnists, bankers, playwrights,
book publishers, and even a preacher or two.
He has since become a vice chairman of
Fight For Freedom, Inc, the organization
which put on a circus here this week, and is
also a heavyweight among the “bundlers for
Britain.”

All these activities, naturally, have cut
into his attention to the affairs of Fairfax
County.

His opponent in the recent contest, Colonel
Farr, was born in Falrfax, Va., December 10,
1880, and still lives In the house where first
he saw the day. He was educated, as he
puts it, “in a one-room schoolhouse,” but
managed to get across the Potomac and
graduate from Georgetown Law Bchool in
19807.

He has been a practicing lawyer in Fair-
fax County ever since, except for service in
the Army during the last war, when he be-
came a major—without going overseas. The
“colonel” handle comes from his position as
& lieutenant colonel in the Reserve Corps,
United States Army.

As for the business of representing the
people of Falrfax County, the colonel has
some homey logic to offer which is passed on
herewith for the benefit of Mr. Pickens and
all others who may be interested in voters
as people:

“During the last 60 days of my campaign
I was far too busy talking up Dick Farr and
local affairs to the voters of Fairfax County
to trifle with international affairs,

“As a matter of fact, I didn't even bother
to keep up with international affairs in the
newspapers, although some time ago I did see
an article in one of the papers—it was about
a8 speech Mr. Miller made in which he advo-
cated our participation in the war,

“I sensed the fact the voters were primarily
interested in local affairs, so I just kept telling
them to ‘vote for Dick Farr' and he would try
to give them what they wanted. I never once
mentioned the international situation.

“From the vote it appears I was on the right
track. Since Fairfax County is predomi-
nantly Democratic and I am a Republican,
naturally it was the Democrats who elected
me, and I'm going to thank them, too.”
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As far as he Is concerned personally, says
the colonel, he is rather mild either way on
war. He believes we ought to arm to the
teeth and not let anybody kick us arcund.
But as for Mr. Miller’s specifics, the colonel
isn’t having any. :

He has never tried to run with the upper
crust in Fairfax or in Washington, says the
colonel, and didn’t get any support from them
in the late campaign. They were all too busy
with Mr. Miller's world-saving projects and
were sewed up for the opposition anyhow.

But even so—and even in supposedly fire-
breathing Virginia—the plain people turned
their backs on the world saver and hired a
local boy to look after their interests in
Richmond.

Straw in the wind for 1942?

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr, NYE, I yield.

Mr. GLASS. No Republican has been
elected to Congress in Virginia.

Mr. NYE. I beg the Senator’s par-
don. A Republican from Fairfax County
was elected to the State legislature.

Mr. GLASS. The Republicans in the
State legislature number 4 out of 100.
That is how strong they are.

Mr. NYE. The issue that was fought
there was that involving our foreign
policy.

Mr, President, there are few more
widely accepted authorities on military
matters than Hanson W, Baldwin, who
is an editor of the New York Times. In
a book which he has written he has said:

If a minority, vocal and vigorous and stri-
dent, leads the majority to a war it does not
want, the minority and the nation will live
to regret it. No modern war can be waged
successfully without the wholehearted and
enthusiastic cooperation of fully 90 percent of
the people.

Mr. President, we ought to have
known, as far back as the days of the
embargo repeal and enactment of the
lend-lease law, that we could not join
hands with a belligerent at war, help it
as we have helped, and not have a price
to pay. I cannot bring myself to believe
that the President himself thought we
could avoid paying the price, however
reassuring he seemed to be. We know
now what the price paid thus far has
been. We must see how much greater
the cost can be and will be unless we
abruptly check our actions. If we de-
feat the pending proposal, some insist
the President will be embarrassed. If
that be the case, then let the President
bite his lips and take his own medi-
cine. We and the people of this country
still have a right to demand, and we do
demand, that the President keep faith
with the people-of America, whatever
may be the expectations from across the
Atlantic by reason of implied or direct
commitments made by agents of the
American Government,

Mr. President, I have upon my desk
petitions represented to me as carrying
the names of approximately 50,000
mothers. The Mothers National Execu-
tive Committee submits them and asks
that the attention of the Senate hbe
called to their existence. I do not know
where to refer them; I can only file
them with the Senate, and I file them
now.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe-
titions will be received and will lie on the
table.

ExHrIBIT 1
THE FIRST-LINE-OF-DEFENSE ARGUMENT

Those who argue that Britain and the
British Navy are our first line of defense, and
that we cannot defend the Western Hemi-
sphere and enforce the Monroe Doctrine with-
out their ald, elther have forgotten, or wish
to forget, beth British and American history.
I propose to recall that history so that, at
least, the indisputable facts of history will
be clear, zo clear that they cannot be ignored.
I speak thus with no feeling of hostility to-
ward Britain, but rather with a feeling that
America comes first. I speak with the hope
that more Americans, and more members of
this august body, will keep forever in their
minds that old saying by that wise and cyni-
cal British master diplomat, Lord Palmerston:

“England has no eternal enmities and no
eternal friendships. She has only eternal in-
terests.”

A. Attitude of Britain toward the Monroe
Doctrine: The argument is currently and per-
sistently made that the Monroe Doctrine,
which is the keystone of American foreign
policy, was promulgated at the suggestion of
Great Britain, that it has always been reccg-
nized and respected by Great Britain, and
that without the support of British naval
power the United States would have been
unable to maintain it. This argument is
made by scme in high places either through
ignorance of history or in deliberate attempt
to distort it into an argument for American
participation in the present European war.
It is the purpose of this statement to show
briefly that the Monroe Doctrine was inde-
pendently asserted by President Monroe, that
the British Government has persistently failed
and refused to reccgnize it, that it has shown
a disposition to disregard it, that the near-
est the United States ever came to war in its
defense was with Great Britain, and that we
have never looked to British naval power for
its defense.

BACKGROUND OF THE MONROE DOCTRINE

When Great Britain found it either un-
desirable or impossible to cooperate with the
Holy Alllance after the Congress of Vienna,
she sought compensating alliances, commer-
cial advantages, and territorial expansion in
the Western Hemisphere. She hesitated to
acknowledge the independence of the Latin-
American states, which had but recently re-
volted from Spain, for fear of giving offense
to Spain and creating undesired interna-
tional complications in Europe. She was also
determined that France should gain no fur-
ther commercial or territorial advantage in
the Westeru Hemisphere, She was alarmed
at the extension of Russian naval power from
Alaska down the western coast threatening
the Oregon territory, in which she claimed an
interest, and the coast of California, toward
which she was already casting longing eyes,
(Knox, Dudley W. History of the United
States Navy.)

The Government of Great Britain was
anxiously watching the situation in Latin
America created by the recent revolt of those
states from Spain and the growing power and
prestige of the United States. In the early
part of 1823, Stratford Canning, British
Minister at Washington, reported to his chief
that the American Cabinet was busy with
new projects in the West Indies, that confi-
dential agents had been dispatched to Porto
Rico, that “the fate of Cuba is still an object
of general discussion,” and that one journal-
ist had published an address to the Cubans
with a view to inciting them to an “immedi-
ate declaration of independence.” (F. O,
Amerlea, March-August 1823, Statford Can-
ning to George Canning, April 9, 1823, No.
88.) The British commander in West Indlan
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waters instructed Captain Bouchier to learn
all he could about Eey West and its advantage
as a naval base in case of war, but in his at-
tempt to obtain the desired information not
to arouse the suspicions of the Americans.
(F. O. America, ibid., Bouchier to Canning,
April 19, 1823.)

Evidently both Great Britain and the
United States realized the strategic impor-
tance of the control of Cuba. To the latter,
it would be a stepping stone toward the rich
Latin-American countries; to the former it
would be an entering wedge between the
Americas and an effective block to the south-
ward expansion of the United States. For
that reason Great Britain was eager either to
secure such control or to bind the United
States to an agreement not to acquire any
territory or advaniage in that region. Since
the Interests thus appeared mutually ex-
clusive, Secretary of State John Quincy
Adams insisted upon a purely American pol-
icy announced in a declaration to prevent the
expansion thither of any forelgn power in-
cluding Erngland. (Memoirs of J. Q. Adams
by C F. Adams, vol, VI, 1, 177, and 200, also
the Latin American Policy of George Canning,
Temperley Am, Hist. Rev., vol. XI, p. 797,
Relation of British Policy to the Monroe
Doctrine, Lawson, 128-129.)

The commercial designs of Great Britain
are clearly demonstrated. After the New
York Commercial Advertiser on June 6, 1822,
had again reminded its readers that “* * *
as we all are apprehensive notwithstanding
our propinquity to them [the American
Colonies of Spain], that the vigilant and
indefatigable John Bull will get the start
of us.”

That statement had such an effect upon
the commercial interests of Great Britain that
it was copled by the London Times of July
3, 1822, Later on November 30, 1823, the
Exzaminer attempted to rally the pride of
PBritish ambitions by the following statement:

“Could anything be macre disgraceful in the
British Ministers than to let the North
Americans, with nothing like our motives,
and some natural feeling to the contrary, get
the start of us in establishing a profirable
connection with the immense, fertile, and
improving states of Southern America?"”

The same sentiment was expressed in Bell's
Weekly Messenger of June 20, 1824, and other
British publications. (British Folicy and the
Monroe Doctrine, Lawson 99.)

OUR MONROE DOCTRINE

Great Britain therefore suggested that she
and the United States jointly proclaim a
policy opposing the extension of any other
Eurocpean country in the Western Hemi-
sphere. On October 20, 1823, Mr. George
Canning, British Forelgn Secretary, wrote to
Mr. Richard Rush, United States Minister in
London:

“Is not the moment come when our Gov=-
ernments might understand each other as
to the Spanish-American colonies? And if
we can arrive at such an understanding
would it not be expedient for ourselves, and
beneficial for all the world, that the prin-
ciples of 1t should be clearly settled and
plainly avowed?”

Canning was still unwilling to acknowledge
the independence of the new Latin-Ameri-
can states and to all the arguments which
he presented in the hope of persuading the
United States to join her policy with that of
Great Britain, Rush replied that the entire
matter could be satisfactorily concluded if
only Great Britain would accord such recog-
nition (Rush, The Court of London, p.
405). Canning's persistent refusal to accord
such recognition was based partly upon his
belief that the new states had not yet at-
tained sufficlent intermal stability, but per-
haps more upon his fear of embarrassment
in European politics and the encouragement
of revolt within some colonies of the British
Empire, and partly upon his own preference
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for the monarchial form of government and
the unpopularity of republicanism in Europe
in general. (Stapleton, Life of Canning, vol,
i1, p. 22; Temperley, George Canning, p. 179.)

Rush, however, was bound to be firm in
his insistence upon their immediate recogni-
tion as a price of any Joint policy. (Rush,
Ibid.) Thereupon the negotiations regard-
ing a joint declaration of policy terminated
on October 8, 1823. In his letter to Secre-
tary of State John Quincy Adams, announc-
ing this termination, Mr. Rush said:

“It appears that having ends of her own in
view, she has been anxious to facllitate their
accomplishment by Invoking my auxiliary
offices as the Minister of the United States at
this court |St. James]; but as to the in-e-
pendence of the new States of America, for
their own benefit, that this seems quite an=
other question in her diplomacy.” (Ford,
John Quinecy Adams, His Connection With the
Monroe Doctrine, pp. 56-567, Rush to Adams,
October 10, 1823.)

Great Britain resented cur scparate and
independent proclamation of the Monrce
Doctrine because it excluded her as well as
every other European nation from territorial
and political expansicn in the Western Hemi=-
sphere and she refused to respect it. Can=
ning said:

“I sought for compensation in another hem-
isphere. * * * T resclved that if France
had Spain, 1t should not be S8pain with the
Indies [Spanish-American colonies]. I called
the New World into existence to redress the
balance of the Old.” (Speech, December 22,
1826.)

The Spanish-American colonies had won
their independence by their own valor and
had been reccgnized as independent govern-
ments 2 years before Great Britain took ac-
tion in the matter. (The Diplomatic Rela=
tions of the United States and Spanish-
America, by J. H. Latane, pp. 86-87.)

ERITAIN OPPOSES THE MONROE DOCTRINE

Canning was so much irritated by our in-
dependent proclamation of the Monroe Doc-
trine that he retaliated by excluding the
United States from participating with Great
Britain and Russia in the settlement of the
Alaska boundary question.

On the 4th of January 1824 Rush wrote to
Secretary Middleton that it was the intention
of Great Britain to proceed separately, saying:

“The resumption of its original course by
this (British) Gevernment has arisen chiefly
from the principle which our Government has
adopted of not considering the American
Continents as subjects for future coloniza-
tion by any Eu pean powers, a principle to
whicl Great Britain does not accede.”

The real purpose of Canning was revealed
by his statement of December 7, 1824, when
in speaking of the Monroe Doctrine he said,
“The deed is done; the nalil is driven; Spanish-
America is free; rnd if we do not mismanage
our affairs badly she is English.” By reason
of the fact that the United States had now
recognized the independence cof the Latin-
American countries, England was now free
also to accord such recognition without her
previous fear of provoking the enmity of
Spain or of France. England was, of course,
able to furnish more capital for loans needed
by the new governments of the new States
and their people. Canning referred to such
investments in Buenos Aires as “mere com-
mercial speculations.” Mr. Hervey, the com-
missioner to Mexico, reported to the home
office in London, March 30, 1824, “Without
the temporary aid afforced by Mr. Staples,
the Government would have labored under
the greatest embarrassment indeed.” For this
apparent attempt to guarantee the loan Mr.
Hervey was recalled, not because of this fact
but largely because of the publicity which
was caused thereby. (American Diplomacy,
Fish, 215-216.)

In maintaining that Great Britain could not
accept the Monroe Doctrine, Canning said
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that she could not “acknowledge the right of
&ny power to proclaim such a principle, much
less to bind other countries to the observance
of it. If we are to be repelled from the shores
of America, it would not matter to us whether
that repulsion were effected by the ukase of
Russia excluding us from the sea, or by the
new doctrine of the President prohibiting us
from the land. But we cannot yield obedi-
ence to either. * * *.” (Quoted in Ameri-
can Policy, Bigelow, p. 53; see also The Monroe
Doctrine, Reddaway, p. 97.)

Canning referred to the announcement of
the Monroe Doctrine by President Monroe as
“very extraordinary,” and announced that
the principle was one which His Majesty's
ministers were prepared to combat in the
mest equivocal manner, stating that “what-
ever right of colonizing the unappropriated
portions of America has been hitherto en-
Joyed by Great Britain in common with the
other powers of Europe, may still be exer-
cised In perfect freedom.” (The Monroe Doc-
trine, W. F. Reddaway, p. 87.)

Major John Bigelow, United States Army,
retired, in American Policy, the Western
Hemisphere in its Relation to the Eastern,
page 54, says:

“To the end of his career, it was Canning’s
purpose to thwart and oppose the Monroe
Doctrine. On every occasion he impressed
Latin-American governments the advantage
for them of an alliance with Great Britain
over an alliance with the United States. His
Buccessors in office have in general taken this
attitude. No other nation has criticised and
contravened the Monroe Doctrine to anything
like the extent that Great Britain has.”
(Also Later American Policy of George Can-
ning, American Historical Review, wvol, 11;
English Policy Towards America, 1780-1
et al.)

The reasons for that attitude on the part
of Great Britain are easily evident from the
following statement by Lawson:

“While the Monroe Doctrine represented
in part an Anglo-American policy, its pro-
hibition of future colonization on the Ameri-
can continents was distinctly offensive to
Great Britain, and made necessary its sepa-
rate declaration by the Government of the
United States. On the other hand, had the
Government of the United States failed en-
tirely to declare its policy. and permitted
Great Britain alone to act in seeking to pre-
vent Eurcpean intervention in South Amer-
ica, it is probable that the gratitude of the
new states would have enabled the British
to gain a controlling influence over them.”
(The Relation of British Policy to the Decla-
ration of the Monroe Doctrine, Leonard Axel
Lawson; also American Historical Review, vol.
VIII, pp. 87-38.)

Juhn Quincy Adams, Secretary of State,
refused to be impressed by the attempts of
Great Britain to convince him and our
diplomats that she was interested in joining
with us in order to protect us from what she
called a threat of the Holy Alllance against
the Western Hemisphere, It was Great
Eritain that feared the Holy Alliance and was
seeking friendship from her late enemy, the
United States. Secretary Adams said in re-
sponse to the attempts to frighten him:

“I no more believe that the Holy Alliance
will restore the Spanish dominion than that
Chimborazo will sink beneath the ocean.”
(Diary of John Quincy Adams.)

Really, Secretary Adams was more afraid
of aggressive designs from the British than
from the Holy Alliance. He assumed a cour-
ageous position and, of course, invited the co-
operation of Great Britain as well as that of
other nations, but did not depend upon it.
He sald:

“My reliance upon the cooperation of
Great Britain rested not wupon her princi-
ples, but upon her interests.” (Memoirs of
John Quincy Adams, vol. VI, p. 203.)

On account of the position of Great Britain
in Eurcpean politics at that time, she is a
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sense welcomed the Monroe Doctrine for the
time being for it prevented the expansion of
any other European or Aslatic power in
Latin-America. In order to “save the face”
of British diplomats, the policy of the United
States was represented to Great Britain and
the Eurcpean nations as an endorsement of
British policy. (Later American Policy of
George Canning, Temperley American His-
torical Review, vol. XI, p. 779.)

To the extent that the Monroe Doctrine
prchibited other European nations from ex-
tending their sovereignty or any territorial
designs that they might have had toward the
Western Hemisphere, it was welcomed by
Great Britain. To the extent that it pro-
hibited her as well, it was resented by her
and met with her severe criticism. (Some cor-
respondence of George Canning, Stapleton,
vol. I1, pp. 79-80.) The declaration of Presi-
dent Monroe went far beyond Canning’s ex-
pectations; and it has been that part of the
Monroe Doctrine over which Anglo-American
relations have occasionally become much dis-
turbed. (Lawson, ibid., pp. 148-144.)

The historic attitude of Great Britain is
well expressed by Lord Palmerston, later Prime
Minister of Great Britain, in the words: “Eng-
land has no eternal enmities and no eternal
friendships. She has only eternal interests.”

The histor'c attitude of Great Britain to-
ward the Monrce Doctrine has been one of
criticlsm, disregard, and deflance.

Under date of May 2, 1854, Canning wrote
to t1 United States Minister at London, in
part, as followr:

“s * * with regar¢ to the doctrine laid
down by President Monroe in 1823, concern-
ing the future colonization of the American
Continents by European states, as an inter-
national axiom which ought to regulate the
conduct of Eurcpean states, it can only be
viewed as the dictum of the distinguished
personage who delivered it, but Her Majesty’s
Government cannot accept that doctrine as
an international axiom which ought to regu-
late the conduct of European states.” (Later
Latin-American Policy of George Canning;
also English Policy Toward America, p. 7,
106.)

CLAYTON-TULWER TREATY

The Clayton-Bulwer treaty of 1850 was the
result of aggressive pressure on the United
States for a s are in the zone of influence
in Central America, It has been considered
the most unpopular treaty to which the
United States was ever a party, and it was a
humiliating effort on the part of our country
to avoid a third war with Great Britain be-
cause of her long and persistent attempts to
take possession of Nicaragua for the purpose
of constructing a canal through the Isthmus
to provide a shorter commercial route be-
tween England and her possessions in the
Far East. Surveys had been made long be-
fore, and upon the insistence of Bir Henry
Bulwer, British Minister to the United States,
the treaty was finally co: ated with the
two nations jointly guaranteeing the neutral-
ity of any canal to be constructed across the
Isthmus. A later Senate Committee on For-
eign Relations thus characterized the treaty:

“The attitude assumed by the American
Becretary of State [Mr. Clayton] was eo
strangely inconsistent alike with the interests
and with the dignity of the United States
that it is impossible for the committee to
advert to it without pain. Mr, Clayton
weekly sought to induce Great Britain to
abardon her own unfounded claims on the
territory of an independent Spanish-Ameri-
can state by inviting her to share with us
the duty and privilege peculiarly our own,
of protecting an interoceanic communication
of infinite interest and concern to this coun-
;;y)." “(American Policy, Bigelow, ibid, p. 88—

This was a policy of appeasement which
brought forth the famous denunciation of
Senator Stephen A. Douglas in the United
States Senate while the treaty was under
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consideration for ratification. He said in

part:

“When Nicaragua desired to confer the
privilege (of constructing the proposed canal),
and when we were willing to accept it, it
was purely an American question, with which
England had no right to interfere. It was
an American question about which Europe
had no right to be consulted. * * *
Jamaijca at present commands the entrance
of the (projected) canal; and all that Great
Britain desired was, inasmuch as she had
possession of the only place commanding the
Canai, to procure a stipulation that no other
power would erect a fortification near its
terminus. That stipulation is equivalent to
an agreement that England may fortify, but
that we never shall.”

Douglas thus relates a part of the conver-
sation between himeelf and Sir Henry Bul-
wer:

“I told him it [the treaty] would be fair
if they would add one word to the treaty so
that it would read that neither Great Britain
nor the United States should ever occupy or
hold dominion over Central America or Asia.
‘But,’ answered he, ‘you have no interest in
Asfa.! ‘No,’ answered I, ‘and you have none
in Central America." ‘But,’ said he, ‘you can
never estabilsh any rights in Asia.' ‘No,’ sald
I, ‘and we don’t mean that you shall ever
establish any in America.’"” (Stephen A.
Douglas, C. E. Carr, p. 36.)

As a result of the treaty the United States
found itself barred by its terms from acquir-
ing coaling stations when it sought them
after the Civil War. Our appeals to the Brit-
ish Government through Lord Aberdeen for
a walver of the terms that caused that un-
foreseen eventuality did not receive the cour-
tesy of a reply. Major Bigelow said that “our
Government made repeated attempts to se-
cure a coaling station on the island of Haiti,
but it was thwarted principally by Great
Britain. That it succeeded, by the Spanish-
American War, in securing one in Cuba and
others in the Philippines is due to Germany,
whose naval development determined Great
Britain to cultivate friendly relations with
the United States.” (American Policy, Blge-
low, p. 94.)

BRITISH DESIGNS ON LATIN AMERICA

That Great Britain intended her enforced
participation in the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty to
be an entering wedge for expansion and con-
trol in the Latin-American states seems evi-
dent despite the apparent assurance in the
communication of Sir Henry Bulwer to our
State Department while the treaty was pend-
ing in the Senate. He said in part:

“I am also desired to add that it would be
confrary to the fixed and settled policy of
Great Britain to entangle herself by any en-
gagement to protect distant states over whose
policy and conduct it would be impossible for
the British Government to exercice any ef-
fective control. Such a protectorate would
confer no possible advantage on Great Brit-
ain, and might become the source of many
embarrassments to her., * * *"

This was at the time understcod by the
Benate to be a disclaimer of any intention of
further interference or expansion in Latin
America, but SBenator Stephen A. Douglas later
found occasion to say on the floor of the
Senate that—

"“The treaty was ratified, and in less than
3 years Great Britain seizes the Bay Islands
and erects them into a colony in the face
of this Iriendly assurance and in direct
violation of the provisions of the treaty"
(ConGrESSIONAL RECORD).

BRITAIN SEIZES BELIZE

In 1862, when the United States was beset
with embarrassments at home and abrcad
on account of the Civil War, Great Britain
took advantage of the situation and erected
the settlement of Belize in Central America
into a Crown colony in violation of the
Clayton-Bulwer Treaty as well as in contra=-
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vention of the Monroe Doctrine. The help-
lessness of the United States under the cir-
cumstances, of which Great Britain was well
aware, alone prevented Secretary of BState
Beward from making an effective protest.
(Bigelow, ibid.,, pp. 97-98.)

Captain Mahan, in his The Interest of
America in Sea Power, Past and Present, thus
states the real positlon of Great Britain
with relation to the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty:

“The interest of Great Britain still les, as
it then lay, in the maintenance of the treaty.
So long as the United States jealousy resents
all foreign interference at the Isthmus, and
at the same time takes no steps to formulate
8 policy or develop a strength that can give
shape and force to her own prefensions, just
s0 long will the absolute control over any
probable contingency of the future rest with
Great Britain, by virtue of her naval posi-
tions, her naval power, and her omnipresent
capital,” (Mahan, pp. 93-94.)

“A recent unofficial British estimate of the
Eritish policy at the Isthmus, as summarized
in the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty, may here have
interest: ‘In the United States was recog-
nized a coming formidable rival to British
trade. In the face of the estimated disad-
vantage to European trade in general, and
that of Great Britain in particular, to be
looked for from a Central American canal,
British statesmen, finding their last attempt
to control the most feasible route (by Nica-
ragua) abortive, accomplished the next best
object in the interest of British trade. They
cast the onus of building the Canal on the
people who would reap the greatest advan-
tage from it, and who were bound to keep
everyone else out, but were at the same time
very unlikely to undertake such a gigantic
enterprise outside their own undeveloped
territories for many a long year; while at
the same time they skillifully handicapped
that country (the United States) in favor cf
British sea power by entering into a Joint
guaranty to respect its neutrality when
built!” (Mahan, ibid, pp. 94-95.)

NEW ZEALAND

In contraventlion of the understanding of
the Monroe Doctrine, Great Britain in 1840
colonized New Zealand, the Fiji Islands In
1874, and the Solomon Islands in 1885. The
first two groups are wholly, and the latter
partly, within the Western Hemisphere.
(Bigelow, ibid.)

FALKLAND ISLANDS

The case of the Falkland Islands, off Cape
Horn in the extreme south Atlantic, furnishes
another illustration of the attitude of Great
Britain toward the Monroe Doctrine. The
islands were first explored by an Englishman,
John Strong (Voyages and Works of Jogn
Davis, A. H. Markham, p. 108 n). They were
not settled, and after many conflicting occu-
pations and claims of different nations, which
are not here recounted, the islands were
practically abandoned and left uninhabited
for many years, In 1833, after Argentina had
declared her independence from Spain and
had been led by their history to regard them
as her territory and had been assured by the
Monroe Doctrine of her undisturbed pceses-
sion of them, Great Britain reasserted her
ancient claim to them. Major Bigelow in his
American Policy states the case briefly as
follows:

“Great Britain took them (the Falkland
Islands) with the double object of preventing
the Unlted States from having them and of
making more or less use of them as a depot
of supply and repalr for vessels rounding Cape
Horn. Upon the British reoccupation Iin
1833, the sovereignty became a subject of dis-
pute between Great Britain and Argentina,
|The right of neither was perfect. Great
Britain may be credited with the original ex-
ploration of the islands. Beyond that she
had no right in them but that of spoliation,
The first power to appropriate the islands
and the first to establish a settlement on them
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was France. From her they passed by ces-
slon to Spain, Argentina had held them by
right of revolution, or forcible expropriation,
from Spain.] Neither Great Britain nor Ar-
gentina had by treaty or otherwise any ces-
sion from Spain. This was a case for arbi=
tration. It was declded by an act of war and
may, therefore, be considered as a contraven-
tion of the Monroe Doctrine. Out of respect
for British battleships, or in consideration of
the remoteness of the Falkland Islands from
the United States, or from both of those
motives, the United States has not seen fit to
press the Monroe Doctrine with respect to
this bit of American territory.”

BAY ISLANIS

The Monroe Doctrine was contravened by
Great Britain in the Bay Islands already men-
tioned in the matter of their erection into a
British Crown colony and further in their
return to Honduras in 1859, by providing in
the treaty of transfer that they shall not be
ceded by that republic “or any of them, or
the right of sovereignty, to any nation or
state whatsoever.”

MOSQUITO COGUNTRY

Another and a similar contravention of the
Monroe Doctrine by Great Britain occurred
in 1860, when in transferring the Mosquito
country to Nicaragua, she stipulated that the
district assigned to the Mosquito Indians
“may not be ceded by them to any foreign
person or state, but shall be and remain
under the sovereignty of the Republic of
Nicaragua.”

The purpose of Great Britain was thus
clearly to prevent he Unifed States from ob-
talning any coaling or naval stations or bases
in that region within reach of the Isthmian
Canal routes, so far as Great Britain could
be in a position to prevent it. ;

The United States had already begun to
realize how she had restricted herself by the
questionable and much-criticized Clayton-
Bulwer Treaty, and she now sought to free
herself from its objectionable restrictions into
which she had suffered herself to be unwit=
tingly drawn in admitting Great Britain as a
limited partner in Central America. Great
Britain responded to our proposal to abrogate
the treaty by asserting that in that case she
would contravene the Monroe Doctrine at her
discreticn. The following is typical of her
attitude:

“From the abrogation of that compact, if
it should take place, they (Her Majesty's
Government) will hold themselves free to act
in regard to Central America in the manner
most conducive to the advancement of British
interests.” (Malmesbuiy to Napler, April 8,
1858.)

This threat was repeated when in 1882,
Bacretary of State Frelinghuysen sought
through Lord Granville to bring about abro-
gation of the treaty. (Granville to West,
January 14, 1882.)

VENEZUELA

The Venezuela boundary controversy was
the culmination of a long serles of encroach-
ments by Great Britain upon the territory
of Venezuela by pushing out claims of the
boundary line between that country and
British Guiana. The entire region in contro-
versy belonging originally to Spain by right of
discovery. It was subsequently transferred
in part to Holland. Great Britain succeeded
to the rights of Holland in 1814 and Ven-
ezuela to the rights of Spain by her secession
from Colombia in 1830. There were certain
details of the boundary left undefined. After
a long series of claims and increased demands
by Great Britain, in which she claimed free
navigation of the Orinoco River and extended
her demands far teyond any previous claim
or color of title, she took possession of the
maln mouth of the Orincco and declared
Barima a British port; and finally, in 1893,
by Lord Rosebery, proposed a line far to the
west of even his own previous proposal,
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Venezuela had meanwhile severed diplomatic
relations with Great Britain but continued
her efforts at friendly negotiations. Presi-
dent Cleveland, in his message to Congress on
December 17, 1895, declared Great Britain
to be in violation of the Monroe Doctrine,
and accordingly Informed our Minister in
London that unless the boundary line could
be fixed by the parties concerned it would
be determined and fixed by an arbitral com-
mission appointed by himself. Great Britain
resented this action as a demonstration of
“shirt sleeve democracy.” The old contro-
versy had, in our opinion, gone beyond the
stage of an honest boundary dispute and had
assumed the character of eggression. The
matter may be briefly stated in the words
of Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, a member of
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
in the North American Review, June 1895,
as follows:

“England's motives in her Venezuelan
movements are, of course, entirely honorable
and disinterested, because England herself
admits freely on all occasions that these
are her characteristic qualities in dealing
with other nations. It is easy also to appre-
ciate England’s natural and strong resent-
ment toward a country she has injured as
much as she has Injured Venezuela. * * »
The practical result of England’s aggressions
in Venezuela is plain enough. They are all
directed to securing control of the Orinoco,
the great river system of northern South
America, and also of the rich mining district
of the Yuruari. All that England has done
has been a direct viclation of the Monrce
Doctrine, and she has increased and quick-
ened her aggressions in proportion as the
United States have appeared indifferent.
The time has come for decisive action. The
United States must either maintain the Mon-
roe Doctrine and treat its infringement as
an act of hostility or abandon it. If Great
Britain is to be permitted to occupy the ports
of Nicaragua and, still worse, take the terri-
tory of Venezuela, there is nothing to pre-
vent her taking the whole of Venezuela, or
any other South American state. If Great
Britain can do this with impunity, France
and Germany will do it also. These powers
have already seized the islands of the Pacific
and parceled out Africa, Great Britain can-
not extend her possessions in the east. She
has pretty nearly reached the limit of what
can be secured in Africa. BShe is now turn-
ing her attention to South America. If the
United States are prepared to see South
America pass gradually into the hands of
Great Britaln and other European powers
and to be hemmed In by British naval posts,
nothing more to be sald. But the American
people are not ready to abandon the Monroe
Doctrine, ®* * * They are not now and
never will be willing to have South America
and the islands adjacent to the United States
seized by European powers. * * * It is
not too late to peacefully but firmly put an
end to these territorial aggressions of Great
Britain and to enforce the Monroe Doctrine
s0 that no other power will he disposed to
infringe upon it.”

In order to prevent a settlement of the
controversy by the Unlted States acting as
threatened by President Cleveland, or a war
with the United States, Great Britain agreed
with Venezuela upon arbitration. Major
Bigelow, in his American Policy, said of this
incident:

“Great Britain was not simply protecting
her actual interests but was endeavoring to
enlarge them—+to increase her possessions in
the Western Hemisphere; her attitude, osten-
sibly defensive, was fundamentally aggres-
slve. Isthmian Canal controversies may be
considered as unavoldable; this boundary
controversy was of Great Britain’s deliberate
seeking.”

The detalls of the settlement are unim=-
portant for this purpose, but the fact of the
final recognition of the Monroe Doctrine by |
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Great Britain, is important as following the
threat of President Cleveland "to resist by
every means in its power, as a willful aggres-
sion upon its rights and interests, the appro-
priation by Great Britain over any terri-

* * * which * * * belongs to
Venezuela.” In the words of John Bassett
Moore:

“The most important political result of the
Venezuela incident was not the decision upon
the territorial question, but the official adop-
tion of the Monroe Doctrine by the Congress
of the United States, and its explicit ac-
ceptance by the principal maritime power
of Eurcpe.” (Great Britain) Principles of
American Diplomacy, John Bassett Moore,

. 351.)
® During the controversy over the Venezuela
boundary gquestion, Lord Balishury, British
Prime Minister, challenged the Monroe Doc-
trine, and Lord Grenville voiced the same
attitude in a letter to our Secretary of State
saying that it “* * * was a mere assertion
of force having no standing in international
law and had the place in diplomatic argu-
ment as a list of the military or naval forces.”

Other instances of British attitude toward
the Monroe Doctrine, amounting to aggression
or threats of aggression may be briefly sum-
marized as follows:

GUATEMALA

In 1829, Great Britain made such boundary
encroachments against the Republic of
Guatemala that that country had occasion to
appeal to the United States. (Samuel Flagg
Bemis, Diplomatic History of the United
Btates, p. 251.)

BELIZE AGAIN

Again in 1835, encroachments of the British
in Belize against Guatemalan territory occa-
sioned appeal to the United States for pro-
tection. (Bemis, ibid. 247.)

HAWAIL

In 1842 Great Britain blockaded San Juan
de Nicaragua. In 1843 a British naval officer
seized the island of Hawaii in the Hawail
Island group, which was evacuated only upon
vigorous protest by the United States.
(Bemis, 348.)

ARGENTINA

the period 1845-49, Great Britain,
in cooperation with the French, blockaded
the coast of Argentina. This action, insti-
gated under the direction of Lord Palmerston,
was denounced In America as “equivalent to
stopping neutral vessels on the high seas and
making them pay blackmail” (Bemils, ibid.,
p. 297.)

NICARAGUA

In 1848, in a controversy with the Mos-
guito Indians concerning an overland route
to the interior, the British seized the Nica-
raguan port of Greytown, commanding the
mouth of the San Juan River, as Mosquito
territory. Nicaragua found it necessary to
call upon the United States for protest and
protection. (American Diplomacy, Fish, p.
292; Bemis, ibid., 248; History of the Clayton-
Bulwar treaty, I. D. Davis, Michigan Political
Science Publications, 1800, III, No. 8.)

SALVADOR

In 1851 Great Britain laid an embargo on
the western coast of Salvador, thus assuming
the character of aggression. The next year,
1852, as alluded to by Senator Stephen A.
Douglas in his denunciation of the Clayton-
Bulwer treaty already referred to, the British
meade another attempt at territorial expan-
sion in Central America when they landed
soldiers on the Bay Islands and declared them
to be a British Crown colony. Senator Doug-
las characterized this act as “in direct viola-
tion of the provisions of the treaty.” (Clay-
ton-Bulwer.) (Bemis, ibid., 415.) This inci-
dent followed the seizure, 1850, of the stra-
tegically important Tigre Island in the Guilf
of Fonseca, bordering on the coasts of Salva-
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dor, Honduras, and Nicaragua. The British
flag was raised under the pretext of securing
claims against Honduras. (Bemis, ibid., p.
249.) This, with possession of the San Juan
Iuver. would control the Nleu‘agunn canal

In 1895 Great Britain levied a fine upon
Nicaragua for an offense to her dignity and
upon nonpayment she sent warships and took
possession of the town of Corinto. The
United States Government protested this as
an act of aggression. Our use of force was
prevented only by the willingness of the
republics of Costa Rica, San Salvador, and
Guatemala to subscribe a sum sufficient to
pay the fine. This ended the tension.
(Bigelow, ibid. 130.)

VENEZUELA AGAIN

In 1903 Great Britain, Germany, and
France jointly established what amounted
practically to a blockade of ports of Vene-
zuela for the purpose of enforcing the col-
lection of debts. Although they all dis-
claimed any intention of seeking territorial
advantage, and it was mutually conceded not
directly to involve the Monroe Doctrine, the
matter was settled only after strong protest
and threats by President Theodore Roose-
velt, and our agreement to take charge of
the customs receipts for the satisfaction of
their claims.

ANTARCTIC

In various ways but in pursuit of her “eter-
nal interests” as stated Ly Lord Palmerston,
Great Britain has annexed Graham Land and
Bouth Georgia, lylng south of the Falkland
Islands, and she claimed and placed under
the British flag another territory, Falkland
Island Dependency, in the Antarctic Ocean—
all in the Western Hemisphere. (The Way
of the Aggressor, John Michael, p. 528, also
the British Empire, James Frederick Green,
pPp. 48-49.)

TEXAS

The secession of Texas from Mexico and
her prospective annexation to the United
States furnishes another indication of the
designs of Great Britain toward the Western
Hemisphere. Lord Aberdeen, British Secre-
tary of Forelgn Affairs, in a letter written
June 1, 1842, said of the then independent
country of Texas:

“That nation |Texas] will become the ally
and the main protection of Mexico either
against the United States or against those
States conterminous with Texas, into which
that portion of the United States may in
future times have separated.”

Lord Aberdeen suggested to France the
formation of an alliance against the United
States, proposing resort to war if necessary
to prevent the United States from annexing
Texas.

The designs of Great Britain in connection
with the Mexican and Texan trouble were so
evident that they occasioned the premature
occupation of Monterey, Calif.,, by Commo-
dore Catesby Jones, commanding the Pacific
equadron. In his History of the United States
Navy, Capt. Dudley W. Enox says:

“Jones was generally aware of the con-
temporary diplomatic friction with Mexico
over Texas, in which England was also seri-
ously involved, and he knew of our contro-
versy with England over Oregon. He was fa-
miliar, too, with the rapidly expanding Amer-
fcan and British commercial interests and
territorial ambitions on the California coast
and northward, which had given rise to re-
ports that England was negotiating with
Mexico for the acquisition of California,
* * % They (Commodore Jones and Mr.
Pickett, American chargé d’affaires at Lima,
Peru) were in agreement that England was
about to take possession of California, prob-
ably under a secret treaty with Mexico, and
that our Government would wish to forestall
her if possible.” (History of the United
States Navy, Enox, pp. 159-160.)
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CIVIL WAR—BRITAIN FAVORS THE SOUTH

The attitude of Great Britain toward the
United States during the perfod of the War
between the States is generally known and
cannot be studied here in detail, but only
8 few indications will be given. At the be-
ginning of the war, according to Captain
Enox in his History of the United States
Navy—

*“Competing British ships were able to cxp-
ture a large share of our trade. * *
The American merchant marine has never
since recovered its previous prosperity.
*+ * * Among the most important of the
various services rendered by the Federal Navy
in its exercise of the command of the s=ea
was the prevention of foreign interference.
* * * This was notably true of England,
with her great carrying trade and huge cot-
ton-gpinning business, which depended criti-
cally upon products of raw cotton frcm
southern plantations. In addition, there was
a widespread sympathy for the Confederate
cause, and on many occaslons she would ap-
parently have been glad to come to the sup-
port of the South but for the power of the
Federal Navy. Through the connivance of
British officials, these efforts (purchase and
construction of Confederate ralders) met
with some success from time to time, despite
protests of the American Ambassador, and
this, together with other unneutral services
rendered to the ralders at overseas British
ports, formed the basis of the so-called Ala-
bama claims, settled in our favor for $15.-
500,000 after the war, Those raiders, which
were fitted out or substantially aided illegally
in British ports, accounted for about 80 per-
cent of the total dumage done to Federal
shipping by Confederate cruisers.” (History
of the United States Navy, Knox, pp. 191,
296-297.)

Something of British hopes is indicated by
Spencer Walpole in his following statement:

“Many Engiishmen in and out of Parlia-
ment were disposed to consider that the great
and growing Republic of the Western Hemi~
sphere was becoming too large and too power=
ful, and ibat the interests of both Europe
and Great Britain would be best served by
its disruption.” (History of Twenty-five
Years, II, p. 88.)

The Russian Ambassador at the Court of
St. James's in London thus expressed his ob-
servations at that time:

“The British Government, at the bottom
of its heart, desires the separation of Narth
America into two republies, which will watch
each other jealously and counterbalance cne
the other. Then England, on terms of peace
and commerce with both, would have nothing
to fear from either, for she would dominate
them, restreining them by their rl\m.l ambi=
tions.”

William E, Gladstone considered the possi-
bility of an Anglo-Franco-Russian alliance
against the United States during the Civil
War. Lord Palmerston, then Prime Minister,
wrote:

“It is In the highest degree likely that the
North will not be able to subdue the South
and it is no doubt certain that if the southern
union is established as an independent state,
it would afford a valuable and extensive mar=-
ket for British manufactures.”

In 1864, while in the House of Commons,
Mr. Roebuck said:

“In 80 years, not America, but Europe, made
the Republic (the United States) such a
power that, if she had continued as she was
a few years ago, she would have been the
great bully of the world, As far as my in-
fluence goes, I am determined to do all I
can to prevent the reconstruction of the
Unicn, and I hope that the balance of power
on the American Continent will In the future
prevent any one state from tyrannizing cver
the world as the Republic did.”

The London Times of October 6, 1862, char=
acterized President Lincoln as “among that
catalog of monsters, the wholesale assassins
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and butchers of mankind.” Blackwood's
magazine referred to the emancipation proc-
lamation as “monstrous, reckless, devlish.”

BRAZIL

Something of her “eternal interests” as
stated by Lord Palmerston has evidently
motivated the attitude of the British Govern=
ment to the recent past. In the spring of
1918 the De Bunsen mission was sent to the
Bouth American nations on the pretense of
explaining the war aims of Great Britain, but
actually secretly to negotiate with Brazil a
treaty which would have given Britain every
possible trade advantage and a practical
monopely of the building of shipyards and
ships for Brazil, (Harvey Weston in Scrib-
ner's Commentator, September 1941.)

According to Mr. Weston as above, the
memorandum of Admiral Benson, of the
United States Navy, charges Walter Long,
First Lord of the British Admiralty, and
Admiral Wemyss, First Sea Lord of the Brit-
ish Admiralty, in Paris, in 1919, with warn-
ing the American Secretary of the Navy,
Josephus Daniels, saying:

“(England) could not look with equanimity
upon the large merchant marine that was
being built up by the United States, and that
the increased naval program seemed to be
intended as a means of controlling the sea
from a naval viewpoint, and that Great Brit-
ain could not feel satisfied in coming out of
the war with the tremendous losses she sus-
tained in men, money, and ships, and in addi-
tion becoming a second-rate sea power com=
mercially or otherwise.”

Continuing from Mr. Weston, after the last
World War, Sir Frank Fox thus expressed his
estimate of the United States:

“Since the beginning of the nineteenth cen=-
tury the United States has been responsible
for more arbitrary aggressions against the
liberty of other pecples to manage (or mis-
manage) their own affairs than has any Euro-
pean nation.” (Weston, ibid.)

The viewpoint of the Latin American
states of today is indicated by Hon. Ricardo
J. Alfero, Minister of Panama to the United
States, upon the ocecasion of the celebration
of the one-hundredth anniversary of the
proclamation of the Monroe Doctrine. On
January 1924, he said:

“It is a mistake to believe, as many do, that
the British Premier, Mr. Canning, was in
favor of the Monroe Doctrine such as it was
proclaimed * * * His motives were
above all the commercial interests of his own
country, and the purpose of avolding that the
balance of power should be broken to the
delriment and danger of Great Brit-
ain. * * * But it is a proven fact of his-
tory that when the energetic dictum of Mon-
roe was known by him (Canning) he was very
emphatic in stating that the doctrine pro-
claimed by the American President was un-
acceptable to Great Britain.” (A Century cf
the Monrce Doctrine.)

Mr. Alejandro Alvarez, in his El Derecho
Internacional Americano in comparing and
contrasting the Monroe Doctrine with the
so-called Bolivar idea, sald:

“The Monroe Doctrine represents the in-
terests of the whole continent (both conti-
nents), and all the states of America are of
accord for its maintenance. So that, while
the United States has remained thus far its
only defender, Latin American states would
not be found sirong enough to maintain it,
if the United States should refuse to do s0.”
(P. 173; also Le Vol de L'Aigle do Monroe a
Roosevelt, by Joseph Ribet, p. 88.)

Dr. Rodriguez Laretta, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Argentine, memorializing the Mon~
roe Doctrine referred to is as covering “as
with a shield our hard-won independence.”
(Principles of American Diplomacy, John Bas-
sett Moore, p. 415.)

B. The United States has never depended
upon British naval power for support of the
Monroe Doctrine: It Is and has always been
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an American policy, proclaimed and main-
tained by America alone.

Becretary of State Olney said In connection
with the Venezuelan boundary case that
“the United States is practically sovereign on
this continent, and its fiat is law upon the
subjects to which it confines its interposi-
tions.”

Capt. A. T. Mahan, United States Navy, in
his authoritative work, The Interest of
America In Sea Power, Present and Future,
published in 1897, said:

“The precise value of the Monroe Doctrine
is understood very loosely by most Americans,
but the effect of the familiar phrase has
been to develop a mnational sensitiveness,
which is a more frequent cause of war than
material Interests; and over disputes caused
by such feelings there will preside none of
the calming influence due to the moral au-
thority of international law, with its recog-
nized principles, for the points in dispute will
be of policy, of interest, not of conceded
right. Already France and Great Britain are
giving to ports held by them a degree of arti-
ficlal strength uncalled for by their present
importance. They look to the near future.
Among the islands and on the mainland
there are many positions of great importance,
held now by weak or unstable states. Is the
United States willing to see them sold to a
powerful rival? But what right will she in-
voke against the transfer? She can allege
but one—that of her reasonable policy sup-
ported by her might. * * * Great Brit-
ain is undoubtedly the most formidable of
our possible enemies, both by her great navy
and by the strong positions she holds near
our coasts, * * * Both nations doubt-
less, and properly, seek their own advantage.”
(Mahan, pp. 21, 27.) e

“In the Caribbean, the sensitive resent-
ment by our people of any supposed fresh
encroachment by another state of the Euro-
pean family has been manifested too plainly
and too recently to admit of dispute. Such
an attitude of itself demands of us to be
ready to support it by organized force, ex=
actly as the mutual jealousy of states within
the European Continent imposes upon them
the maintenance of thelr great armles.” (Ma-
han, pp. 264-265.)

In his opening address as President of the
American Socciety of International Law, at
Washington, D. C., April 22, 1914, Elihu Root,
former Secretary of State and in his day re-
garded as the leading American authority on
international politics, said:

“The statements |of President Mon-
roe] * * * were intended to carry to
Russia and incidentally to England the idea
that the rights to territory in the New World
must thenceforth rest upon the then exist-
ing titles, and that the United States would
dispute any attempt to future occupation.”

Hon. Charles E. Hughes, then Secretary of
State and later Chief Justice, in an adiress
before the American Bar Association, August
30, 1923, said:

“As the policy embodied in the Monroe

Doctrine is distinetly the policy of the United
States, the Government of the United
States reserves to itself its definition, inter-
pretation, and application. * * * As
President Wilson observed, ‘the Monroe Doc-
trine was produced by the United States on
her own authority. It has always been main-
tained upon her own responsibllity.' "

President Wilson has at different times
thus expressed the American view of the
Monroe Doctrine and our reliance upon
American defense of it. In an address at the
Manhattan Club in New York, November 4,
1915, he said:

“It has been the American policy time
out of mind to look to the Navy as the first
and chief line of defense. The Navy of the
United States is already a very great and
efficient force. Not rapidly, but slowly, with
careful attention, our naval force has been
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developed until the Navy of the United States
stands recognized as one of the most efficient
and notable of the modern time."” .

In an address before the Becond Pan
American Scientific Congress, January 6, 1916,
President Wilson sald:

“The Monroe Doctrine was proclaimed by
the United States on her own authority., It
has always been maintained, and always will
be maintained, upon her own responsibility.”

During his western tour in the interest of
national preparedness President Wilson, at
Topeka, Eans., on February 2, 1916, said:

“We have made ourselves the guarantors of
the rights of national sovereignty and of
popular sovereignty on this side of the water
in both the continents of the Western Hemi~
sphere. * * * America knows that the
only thing that sustains the Monroe Doctrine
and all the inferences that flow from it, is her
own moral and physical force. The Monroe
Doctrine is not a part of international law.
The Monroe Doctrine has never been f[or-
mally accepted by any international agree-
ment. The Monroe Doctrine merely rests
upon the statement that if certain things
happen, she will do certain things. So, noth-
ing sustains the honor of the United States
in respect of these long-cherished and long-
admired promises except her own moral
physical force.”

The next day, February 3, 1918, at St. Louls,
President Wilson said:

“America has incomparably the most ade=
quate navy in the world.”

Under circumstances In which they were
speaking of interest in America first and with-
out attempting to formulate an argument
for participation in foreign wars, Admiral
Harold R. Stark, Chief of Naval Operations,
in testimony before the Committee on Naval
Affairs, on January 8, 1940, said:

“At the time of the Washington treaties
of 1922, the United States Navy, including
vessels then in process of building, was much
superior to any other navy. * * * The
United States intends to maintain a navy
capable of defending its territories and its
vital interests wherever they may be. * * *
The Naval Establishment provided (act of
May 17, 1938, and other legislation appeared)
reasonably adequate. This establishment
was designed solely to defend ourselves
against any single major power and was
based upon such information as you have
available.”

In speaking of the self-reliance of the
Americas to defend themselves without con-
sideration of any foreign influence or assist-
ance, President Franklin D. Roosevelt said
to the Inter-American Conference, meeting
at Buenos Alres in December 1936:

“In our determination to live at peace
among ourselves, we in the Americas make
it at the same time clear that we stand
shoulder to shoulder in cur final determina-
tion that others who, driven by war madness
or land hunger might seek to commit acts
of aggression against us, will find a hemi=-
sphere wholly prepared to consult together
for our mutual safety and our mutual good.”

In confirmaticn of the above confidence in
our ability to stand upon our own defenses,
President Roosevelt, in a message to the
Congress on May 16, 1940, said:

“The Navy is stronger today than at any
period in our Nation’s history, ‘ Today also &
large program of new construction is well
under way. Ship for ship, ours are equal
to or better than the vessels of any foreign
power.”

America is not dependent upon Great Brit-
ain as her first line pf defense. America
stands and has always stood in the strong
position of splendid isolation, as remote as
she chose to be from the eternal conflicting
imperialisms of Europe and Asta, America
is safe as long as she considers America first
and heeds the venerable founders of our
Nation.
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THE INVASION ARGUMENT

With the consideration of this bill to repeal
the provisions of the neutrality law which
forbid American ships to enter combat zones
and which forbid the arming of American
ships, the Senate of the United States faces

- the question of direct, inevitable partici-
pation in the Eurcpean war. How have
we come to this pass, In the face of the un-
questioned opposition of 80 percent of the
American people to such involvement in the

war? What asserted dangers have carried.

such weight with this great body that we
even dare consider becoming a belligerent?
It is my purpose today to discuss three con-
tentions, none of them, In my judgment,
sound, which have persuaded many Mem-
bers of the Senate that we must fight.

As I have observed events, it has seemed
to me that the war party has rung the most
effective changes upon three different argu-
ments, which I designate briefly as “the in-
vasion t,” “the raw materials argu-
ment,” and “the first line of defense argu-
ment.” The invasion argument has been
used to frighten the American people into
believing that they must fight because we
otherwise face a danger of invasion, either of
our own shores or of Latin America, by the
Axis hordes. The raw materizls argument
has been used to frighten thosz who knew
enough of the military and naval factors in-
volved to realize that we faced no danger of
invasion. Those who resisted both these
arguments were then sold an idea involving
high military and naval strategy; they were
told that we must fight because Britain and
the British Navy are our first line of defense,
and that without the British Navy we can-
not—mind you, the most powerful nation in
the world, surrounded by trackless oceans
on both sides—cannot protect itself and the
Western Hemisphere. Let us look at those
arguments in the light of cecld, hard facts,
not emotional chimeras. Let us see If there
exists, either in military or economic foct,
or in historical fact, the slightest foundation
for any of these contentions.

The invasion argument was successful to
8 large degree, when the lend-lease bill was
sold to the country, In frightening and biudg-
eoning into acquiescence a people already
horrified by the excesses and the chicanery
of the European war and of power politics
and deeply desirous of remaining alpof, trust-
ing in their own strength to repel any In-
vader. But that trust and that desire were,
for some time, viclated by the statements of
men in high office, who knew better, but
whose propaganda was swallowed by a people
who trusted in thelr public servants. Now,
that invasion bogey has been dispelled and
routed by the irrefutable testimony of the
men who know. Fortunately. I need spend
little time upon the invasion bogey. I need
merely point to the testimony of the Chief of
Naval Operations of the United States Navy
and the Chief of Staff of the United States
Army. Their testimony merely corroborates
and proves beyond doubt the proofs which
have been advanced by so many experts in

months.

To those who have sought to argue that we
faced direct invasion of the United States if
Britain should fall, despite the fact that we
have the largest and most powerful navy in
the world, I point to the testimony of Ad-
miral Stark on this bill:

“Senator SHIPSTEAD. The invasion of the
United States has been put far in the back-
ground from where it was before that was
demonstrated at Crete and Narvik?

“Admiral STarx. Yes; but I think it was
pretty far in the background anyhow, because
they have got to come a long distance by =ea.
It would take a perfectly enormous amount
of tonnage, and they would have to knock the
Navy out first, even before they got to the air.
. “Benator SHIPSTEAD. So there is not much
to this talk that we hear about an invasion
of the United States by Germany so long as
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we have plenty of bombers and the men to
man them?

“Admiral Starx. And so long as we have &
naval force,

“Senator SHirsTEAD. But, after all, they
would have to sink our Navy?

“Admiral Starx. Granted your hypothesis
that we have a powerful Navy and superiority
i the air, I think no one can invade us.”
(From hearings before the Committee on For-
eign Relations, United States Senate, T7th
Cong., 1st sess., on H. J. Res. 237, a joint res-
olution to repeal section 6 of the Neutrality
Act of 1839, and for other purposes, p. 41.)

To those who admit the absence of danger
of direct invasion of our shores, but who pro-
fess fear of Nazi invasion of Latin America
and the use of our southern neighbors as a
base for attack upon us, I say read the testi-
mony of General Marshall only 4 months ago,
when he testified on the bill for extension of
selective service:

“The CHAIRMAN. General Marshall, do you
consider the number of 1,418,000 men, to-
gether with the additional 152,000 of the air
force, sufficlent in numbers to properly defend
the Western Hemisphere?

“General LIarsHALL. With the addition of
approximately 150,000, that I bave previously
discussed and under the situation as it is
today; yes, sir.

“The CHAIRMAN. That would make this ap-
proximately a total of 1,700,000 men?

“General MarssHALL, Yes, sir; approximately
1,700,000.

“The CHAIRMAN. And you deem that num-
ber sufficient to adequately defend under the
present conditions?
u"aenersl MagrsHALL, Under present condi-

ons.

“The CHAIRMAN. The Western Hemisphere?

“General MarsHALL, Yes, slr,

“The CHAIRMAN. As we conceive Western
Hemisphere defense?

“General MarsuALL, As I conceive it; yes,
sir.” (From hearings before the Committee
on Military Affairs, United States Senate, T7th
Cong., 1st sess., on 8. J. Res, 92 and B. J. Res.
83, p. 36.)

THE Raw " IATERIALS ARGUMENT

The second argument advanced by some
of the Interventionists who favor butchering
the Neutrality Act is that we must send our
ships into belligerent territory in order to
insure the delivery of needed supplies of cer-
tain raw materials, Now, even if this argu-
ment were true, which I intend to show is not
the case, the fact remains that this argument
has a more sinister aspect. This latter as-
pect was pointed out this week in the news
letter Uncensored, which was recently praised
in an editorial in the Saturday Evening Post
as doing some very good reporting. What
really occupies these so-called realists is, and
I quote Uncensored:

*“A plan to control the world by controlling
the world's raw material, particularly lIts
mineral resources. Excluding the BSoviet
Union, such r-ntrol would be possible by an
amalgamation of British, United States, and
Dutc: interests. The Dutch present no prob-
lem, since the Britlsh are deeply involved
in their holdings and they are dependent on
United States and British military assistance.
The United States is In a position to obtain
51-percent control of the gigantic cartel, with
the British Empire as a minority stockholder.
The United States would then be the ‘trustee
of all nations.' It would dispense raw mate-
rials ag it saw fit. The ‘good nations’ would
be admitted into the club and would get all
they needed.

“The ‘bad nations’ would only get raw ma-
terlals for specific uses; when they became
‘good’ nations they would be admitted to
membership, too. The chief theoretician of
this scheme is Prof. William Yandell Elliott,
former chairman of Harvard University's de-
partment of government and now Office of
Production Management's deputy chief of
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stock piles and shipping imports. Professor
Elliott has the ear of the President and fills
it with his ideas. Control of raw-material
resources would be complemented by a plan
to make similar use of ‘vitamin power'—con=
trol of the world’s food supplies.

“The scheme would be implemented by an

" Anglo-American naval force whose activities

would be based not on ‘freedom of the seas’
but on Anglo-American ‘sovereignty of the
seas.'  Secretary Enox's hope for Anglo-
American policing of the seven seas for the
next hundred years fits in well. The whole
idea 1s already spoken of in Washington as
the beginning of an ‘oceanic empire.’

“The more idealistic planetarians might
regard this idea simply as streamlined im-
perialism. But its progenitors may not be
as hard-boiled as they sound. The Oceanic
Empire has a joker—namely, the earth. If
all nations were islands subject to naval
blockade the plan might have a degree of
military validity. But there are few coun-
tries which fit the plan. Suppose, skeptics
point out, that ‘vitamin power' or the raw-
material pinch began to prove effective In
some continental country—Italy, for in-
stance. What would there be to prevent an-
other continental country—Germany, for In-
stance—from marching in and taking over.
Not sea power, anyway. The Oceanic Empire
would require a huge standing army as well
as a navy to be effectiv- on the Continents
of Europe or Asia.”

Thus, not only do these people want to
control the world supply of raw materials
through a Union Now arrangement, but they-
want to use the United States Navy and a
world police force composed largely of Amer-
ican boys. What these people envision is a
new world-wide Imperialism, under the
sweet-sounding words of the “four freedoms.”

But a world imperialism, based on our
need of raw materials, is not necessary, It
is a false cry, as I now intend to show. The
claim has been made by that great scare-
monger, Douglas Miller, who is now employed
in Colonel Donovan's propaganda office, that:

THE CLAIM

“If Hitler wins, we can expect * * * g
growing shortage of certain critical materials,
which up to now have been secured from
the Old World., These shortages * * ¢
might mean dangerous deficiencies In cer-
tain areas of our defense program and in
the supply of many goods commonly used
in the United States.” (Douglas Miller, You
Can’t Do Business With Hitler,” pp. 206-207.)

He has been answered by Hanson W. Bald-
win, graduate of the United States Naval
Academy and noted military expert for the
New York Times, who wrote in his recent
book on the Western Hemisphere entitled
“United We Stand,” that:

THE ANSWER

“Insofar as strategic raw materials, vital
to the waging of war are concerned, our
hemispheric self-sufficiency 1is, therefore,
more than adequate to practically any de-
mand.” (Hanson W. Baldwin, in United We
Btand, p. 87.)

Unfortunately, in these days of uncer-
tainty, some Americans are prone to believe
the repeated contentions of these alarmists.
But examination of the facts refutes their
claim.

We need not go to war for rubber or tin;
American boys need not fight and die in
Dong Dang or Bangkok. The Western Hemi-
sphere is self-sufficient in terms of raw-ma-
terial resources. Not only that, but we can,
with some slight intelligence, and at only a
small fraction of the cost of total war, build
up a Western Hemisphere economy which
will make the Western World impervious to
the military or economic devices of any
would-be dictator or world conqueror.

I propose to discuss, first, the fact that we
are not rellant upon any source outslde this
hemisphere for any vital material; sec-
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ondly, the manner In which a Western
Hemisphere program can be worked out.

VITAL RAW MATERIALS—ONE BY ONE
We are sirong

These resources are the iron, copper, alumi-
num, coal, tin, rubber, nickel, manganese, oil,
and cotton (to mention a few) without which
modern industry, modern living standards—
and modern war—would be impossible. Ac=
tually, the United States is blessed as is no
other nation in the sufficiency of its raw ma-
terials and in its capacity to convert them
into necessary, useful goods. (Fleming Mac-
Liesh and Cushman Reynolds, Strategy of the
Americas. p. 12)

The United States normally preduces two-
fifths of the world's steel (and could produce
far more), three-fifths of its oil, one-third
of its coal, one-third of its copper, four-fitths
of its sulphur, one-quarter of its lead, three-
tenths of its zine, and sizable portions of
most of the rest of the basic raw materials.
(Hanson W. Baldwin, United We Stand, p.
311)

Some students even think that by careful
regimentation, and by the ‘development of
substitutes, the United States could be en-
tirely, though uncomfortably, self-sufficient.
But that is an extreme view. (MacLeish and
Reynolds, ibid.)

All here

There are some basic materials which are
not produced at all in the United States, or
of which insufficlent quantities are produced.
In the past some of these materials have been
imported from Asia, Africa, and Europe as
well as from Canada and Latin America.
With a few minor exceptions, all of them—
with proper development—ecan be procured
within the Western Hemisphere. (MacLiesh
and Reynolds, ibid., p. 13; Baldwin, ibid., pp.
85-87; Hubert Herring, Good Neighbors, pp.
343-344.)

Vital materials

The Army and Navy Munitions Board lists
as strategic 14 materials “for which strict
conservation and control measures” are neces-
sary because their sources are entirely or sub-
stantially outside the continental limits of
the United States. They are: Antimony
chromium, coconut shell char, manganese,
manila fiber, mercury, mica, nickel, quartz
crystal, quinine, rubber, silk, tin, tungsten.
(MacLiesh and Reynolds, ibid., pp. 14-37.)

The Board also lists 15 materials as “criti~
cal” which are produced in somewhat more
substantial quantities at home than the
“strategic’’ materials or &re somewhat less
ifmportant in themselves. They are: alumi-
num. asbestos, cork, graphite, hides, iodine,
kapok, opium, phenol, optical glass, platinum,
tanning materials, toluol, vanadiam, wool.
(MacLiesh and Reynolds, ibid., pp. 37-42)

Some control has been imposed over our
supplies of these materials, and steps have
been taken to bulld up reserve supplies
(stockpiles). Further, study of the avail-
able sources of these materials, one by one,
shows the self-sufficiency of the Western
Hemisphere. (The following information is
from MacLiesh and Reynolds, ibid., pp. 14-42,
See also, Baldwin, ibid.. pp. 308-314; Herring,
ibid. pp. 343-344))

Strategic

Antimony, an Important steel alloy: In-
creased production in Mexico, Bolivia, and in
the United States can negate our present rell-
ance on China. -

Chromium, another steel alloy, also re-
gquired in chemical industries: Increased pro-
duction in Cuba, in Brazil, where reserves
are hardly touched, in Canada, and on the
United States Pacific coast, could negate
reliance on Turkey, Union of Soviet Soclalist
Republics, Soutlern Rhodesia, and the Phil-
ippines.

Coconut shell char, used for gas mask
fliters and other chemical appllances: Coco-
nuts from the coasts of tropical America
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would serve as well as coconuts from the
Far Eastern tropics for these and other pur-
poses—and there are substitutes.

Manganese (ferrograde), indispensable In
the purification of steel: Cuba and Bragzil (if
her reserves were developed) could supplant
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republies,
Africa’s Gold Coast, and India; and increased
domestic production, already under way, will
be a further help.

Manila fiber, for marine cordage: It can
be grown all over Central America as easily
as in the Philippines, an+ there are substi-
tutes and a stockpile.

Mercury, essential in the detonators of
artillery shells, in many precision instru-
ments, and in the chemical industries: Ex-
panded domestic production, plus increased,
production in Mexico and Bolivia make up
for the loss of Spanish and Italian sources.

Mica, essential to radlo, automotive, and
aviation industries for insulation: Strategic
mica can be produced in the United States,
Canada, Argentina, and Brazil—though more
expensively than in India and Madagascar—
and there are laboratory substitutes,

Nickel, essential to armor plate: Eighty-five
to ninety percent of the world's supply comes
from Canada.

Quartz crystal, one type of which is essen-
tial to certain radio equipment: The strategic
type comes from Bragzil.

Quinine, for malaria: It can be grown in
Peru and Brazil as easily as in the Nether-
lands Indies; there is a large stock pile, and
there are two laboratory substitutes.

Strategie, too

Rubber, most dramatic of United States
raw material deficlencies, is of thousandfold

" indispensability: Domestic consumption has

already been ordered cut about 25 percent by
the Office of Production Management (New
York Times, June 20, 1941), but large stocks
on hand, plus a growing synthetic industry,
will prevent any real emergency, whatever
happens in the Netherlands Indies and British
Malaya. Moreover, as a long-range solution
to the rubber prohblem, there is the slowly
expanding production of Brazil, Central
America, and Haiti.

- Bilk, for ladies’ stockings and lingerle, for
the powder bags for larger artillery shells,
and for parachutes, comes from Japan: Fur-
ther production for civilian consumption has
been stopped by the Office of Production Man-
agement (New York Times, July 27, 1941),
but there are stocks on hand, and nylon,
rayon, and other substitutes are available.
Eventually raw silk may be produced in
Brazil, (Herring, ibid.)

Tin, only a little less dramatic than rubber,
for tin cans, solders, and bearings: the Gov-
ernment stockpile, now slightly more than a
year's requirements (Baltimore Sun, July 30,
1941), the new smelter in construction at
Texas City to smelt 18,000 tons of Bolivian
tin a year, the use of glass and other sub-
stitutes (New York Times, July 10, 1841)—
these can offset the much publicized reliance
on the Netherlands Indles and British
Malaya.

Tungsten, another steel alloy: A stockpile,
increased domestic production, and the new
3-year contract to buy Bolivia's entire out-
put (New York Times, May 22, 1941) relieve
worry about what would happen if the Burma
Road were blocked by the Japanese and the
Chinese supply cut off; moreover, molybde-
num, on which the United States has a world
monopoly, con be used instead.

Critical

Aluminum means airplanes and pots and
pans. The present shortage is due to a lack
of manufacturing capacity and to bad plan-
ning; there 15 enough readily extractable ore
in the United States and in the Guianas in
South America to make the planes, the pots,
the pans.

Asbestos, for insulation against heat; it
comes from Canada.
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Cork probably cannot be produced in this
hemisphere, but substitutes can be, and
there is a stockpile.

Graphite, for foundry facings, crucibles,
electrodes, lead pencils; it could be pro-
cured in Mexico and Canada instead of Cey-
lon, Madagascar, and Korea.

Hides: Necessary imports are procurable
from Argentina, Uruguay, Paraguay, Brazil,
Canada, and elsewhere in this hemisphere
where cattle are raised.

Iodine: Chile is the principal source.

Kapok, from a tree in the East Indies and
Malaya, is used to stuff life preservers and
furniture; it could be grown all over tropical
America, and there are substitutes.

Opium: There 1s a stockpile.

Optical glass, for range finders, cameras,
and microscopes; United States industry can
produce it.

Phenol, for plastics, is made from coal tar.

Platinum, for the electrical industry: Co-
lombia, Canada, and Alaska could produce
more than we need.

Tanning materials, to make leather: They
come from various parts of South America,
notably Argentina.

Toluol, for TNT, is made from soft coal or
petroleum.

Vanadium, another steel alloy; the United
States produces half what it uses; the rest
comes from Peru.

Wool, for uniforms and civilian clothes: In
a pinch, expanded domestic production and
increased imports from Argentina and Uru-
guay, could offset rellance on Australia and
New Zealand, and there is a stockpile.

Progress Report

To list the Western Hemisphere sources of
the “strategic” and “critical” materials is not
to say that hemisphere self-sufficiency is an
accomplished fact.

In Washington there has been a serious
lack of raw material planning for the de-
fense program (not to mention peacetime
production) .

The tangled aluminum situation is only
the most conspicuous example. (Uncensored,
July 19, 1941.)

Not until this summer did the Office of
Production Management adopt measures to
preclude dangerous shortages of tin and rub-
ber by restricting consumption. (Uncen-
sored, July 19, 1941; New York Times, June
20, 1941.) Hemisphere sources are only being
scratched.

For instance, the difficulty of bucking the
British-controlled international tin cartel in
Bolivia (MacLiesh and Reynolds, ibid., pp. 28—
29) has prevented the building of a smelter
in this country capable of turning out more
than 20 percent of United States needs, de-
spite the fact that Bolivia coudl produce sev-
eral times that amount.

However, the Defense Supplies Corporation
and the Metals Reserve Company (subsid=-
iaries of the Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration) have bought since last November and
up to August 1941 250,000 tons of Latine
American copper (mostly from Chile), 300,000
tons of Chilean nitrates, and 18,000 tons of
Brazilian mangancse (of which production
could be expanded enormously).

Huge purchases of wool and hides have
already been made from Argentina and Uru-
guay.

The Metals Reserve Company has con-
tracted to buy Bolivia's entire output of
tungsten for 3 years, and tungsten flows in
from Peru, Mexico, and Argentina. Extra
zine and lead have been bought in Latin
America.

The United States recently concluded an
agreement with Brazil under which the
United States will for 2 years purchase Bra-
zil's entire export surplus of rubber, titanium,
nickel, iron, zirconium, bauxite (aluminum
ore), industrial diamonds, mica crystals,
beryllium, chromite, and manganese. - The
United States expects to buy Mexico's entire
production of mercury and to import pig
lead from Mexico, Peru, and Canada,
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(Pan-American News, July 8, 1941; Uncen-
gored, July 19, 1941.) But the flow of imports
is being impeded because ships have been di-
verted to the British. (Washington Times~
Herald, July 7, 1941; see also House hearings
on H. J. Res. 77, TTth Cong., p. 9.)

Despite the slow progress in importing the
vast current raw material production of Latin
America and in assisting in the development
of those resources toward full production, it
1s evident that the United States has little to
fear wih regard to its requirements in basic
raw material wealth, even in the remote
event that Hitler not only gains a military
decision but also succeeds in organizing the
European economy.

A HEMISPHERE PROGRAM

What is needed is the development of the
necessary economic basis which must precede
and undergird any adequate program of
hemisphere defense.

The situation today is critical for many of
the Latin-American nations. But that is not
because. of Nazi trade maneuvers, for Ger-
many has been virtually eliminated from the
Latin American market by the war, It is
because the war and the British blockade
have wiped out most of the continental Euro-
pean market upon which much of Latin
American trade depends. Wharves are piled
high with surpluses, and the inhabitants of
the countries whose major exports go to
Europe are feeling the pinch of a depression
whose customary vigor has been fortified by
the war.

But these are economic facts, not military.
Economic ills must be cured by economic
remedies. You cannot fight an economic fact
with a battleship, There are several difficul-
ties in the way of working out a genuine
‘Western Hemisphere economy, of achieving
hemispheric self-sufficiency. There are prob-
lems of payment, of shipping, of competition
between some products of the United States
and of Latin America.

No one can justly say that these problems
are insoluble. It is a counsel of despalr
which says that we must obsequiously give
our all to Britain because we fear that we
cannot solve our own problems, because we
must rely on others to remove a problem we
dare not face. The American people reject
that counsel of despair. These problems are
hemisphere problems capable of being solved
on this side of the Atlantic.

They pose before us a pioneering task, a
task to be performed in the American way, a
task calling for great energy and clear think-
ing. But the reward will be immeasurably
great. A united effort, undertaken because it
will mean more trade, higher living standards
and strengthened defense for our Latin Amer-
ican neighbors and ourselves, will enable us
to work out a true hemisphere economy freed
from reliance upon the shifting winds of the
0Old World, a hemisphere pattern geared to the
needs of 1941, :

In this effort our Latin American neigh-
bors will gladly join, for, as administration
spokesmen have repeatedly assured us, the
people of Latin America are united with us
in their whole-hearted opposition to totali-
tarianism. But we must be prepared to work
with them in a joint venture. To quote Sec-
retary of the Navy Enox (writing before his
appointment in the Atlantic Monthly for July
1939), “We must quit patronizing them. It
goes down as badly with them as British
patronizing does with us.”

The war has brought America a God-given
opportunity. Practically the whole of Europe
is now closed to Latin America as a market
as well as & source of supplies. For the dura-
tion of the war, Germany and the European
nations she controls, are cut off from the
Western Hemisphere. “Latin America is one
of the large frading regions left in the world
where outside nations may still invest and
Carry cn commerce more or less on an equal
{ﬁt;ng." (Pan America, by Carleton Beals, p.
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Great Britain, since she controls the seas,
can continue trading. But because Britain
is preoccuplied with production for war, she
may be unable to supply the Latin American
demand for many commodities. The United
States is in a position to fulfill such demands.
We are in a position to strengthen the
economic dependence of the Latin Amerlcan
nations on us, hoth as & market and as a
source of supplies. We have the opportunity,
now while Europe is preoccupled with events
east of the Atlantic, to establish a stake in
Latin America that will be permanent and
fruitful,

One of the best reasons for cultivating
economic relations with Latin American na-
tions is to make sure that, in the event the
worst happens and Britain goes down, we will
have in this hemisphere a well-established
and working interdependence between the
nations north and south. If our Western
Hemisphere economy is so arranged that
peoples can sell their products, can have a
reasonable standard of living, a Nazi-domi-
nated Europe will not have much to offer in
the way of inducement to capture the Latin
American market.

A FROGRAM FOR A HEMISPHERE ECONOMY

What positive program must we follow In
the Western Hemisphere to avold European
dominance? The problem has many aspects,
but the two basic requirements are that we
solve the surplus problem and that we find
some way of raising living standards.

THE ECONOMICS OF HEMISPHERE DEFENSE
All-American front—Arms not enough

Vice President Henry A. Wallace has de-
clared that, “The American Republics can
minimize the possibility of ultimate military
attack if they unify their economic power.”
(Economic Union for the America's, Unl-
versity of Chicago Round Table, June 30,
1840.)

The theory of military defense for the
Western Hemisphere has already been en-
dorsed by 86 percent of the people. (Gallup
poll, Washington Post, May 14, 1941,) But
it is axiomatic that nations tend to throw
their military weight on the side of those
countries with which their economic inter-
ests are identified. Therefore, a hemisphere
economic plan must evolve by which the
United States satisfles, to a far greater de-
gree than heretofore, the trade needs of
Latin America, Otherwise, the nations to
the south will be forced into the hands of
European and Asiatic dictators.

Now, with European trade cut off by the
war, the opportunity has come to weld to-
gether, once and for all, the economies of
North and South America. Buch a program
will not be achleved without sacrifice on our
part, but the long-term dividends will far
outweigh the immediate cost.

I wish to discuss (1) problems arising out
of Latin-American trade with the United
States, and with Europe; (2) present ob-
stacles in the way of increased inter-Ameri-
can trade; (3) proposed plans for an inte-
grated Western Hemlisphere economy; and,
(4) steps already taken for inter-American
cooperation,

World Market

Latin America as a whole operates on a
semi-colonial economy. (Fortune, December,
1937.) That is, its raw materials are pro-
duced—Ilargely by forelgn capital—shipped to
industrial Europe or the United States,
processed into manufactured articles, and
finally sold back into the world market. Ob=-
viously then, Latin American nations are in
general dependent, for their foreign exchange,
upon the world prices of raw materlals.
(The Foreign Trade of Latin America, United
States Tariff Commission, Part 1, pp. 44, 45.)
When the world price for Latin American
raw material exports is low, our neighbors to
the south have less money with which to buy
the exports of the United States and other
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exporting natlons, and also lack exchange to
apply on their foreign debts.
Latin America Must Sell

It is essential that total exports from Latin
America exceed total imports into that area
if (1) she is to be able to pay for her im-
ports, (2) pay interest on her already large
debts to foreign governments and foreign
banks, (3) pay for shipping services which
are now almost entirely in the hands of non-
Latin American nations. Other than exports,
there are three main ways by which Latin
America has been assisted in meeting her
outside obligations: (1) Money spent by
travelers in Latin America; (2) disbursements
in Latin America by foreign-owned concerns;
(3) shipment of gold and silver to the United
Btates. (Ibid., p. 98.)

Trade with Europe and United States

In the past Latin America, as a whole, has
had a greater trade with continental Europe,
as a whole, than with the United States.
(Ibid,, p. 39.) There are two obvious reasons
for such a situation. In the first place Latin
America s one of the great food baskets for
Europe, whereas the Unlted States Is rela-
tively self-sufficient in foodstuffs. (Foreign
Commerce Weekly, Feb. 15, 1941.) In the
second place, the prices of raw materials
which Latin America sells have tended to
fall faster than the prices of our manufac-
tured goods. (Fortune, September 1940.)
The inevitable result was that Latin America
became more and more short of foreign ex-
change, Nevertheless, in all but 2 of the 10
years from 1920 to 1939, the walue of the
goods the United States bought from Latin
America has been greater than the value of
the goods Latin America bought from us,
(Foreign Trade of Latin America, p. 98.)
Moreover, the United States has been the
largest single buyer of Latin American mate-
rials and the largest single seller to Latin
America. (Ibid., p. 40.) In 1938, for in-
stance, the United States took 30 percent of
Latin American exports; United Kingdom
took 17 percent; and Germany, despite her
much publicized trade drive, took only 11
percent. (Ibid., p. 39.) In the same year
the United States supplied Latin America
with 34 percent of her imports; United Eing-
dom supplied 12 percent; and Germany only
16 percent. (Ibid. p. 40.)

Shortsighted United States

There are two less obvious causes tending
to hurt United States trade with Latin Amer-
fca. The first reason is our slipshod buying
methods. For instance, before the present
European War it was almost impossible to
buy American dollars in Uruguay. Our trade
was stymied. This situation came about be-
cause one year we would buy up the entire
output of wool. The next year, if wool was
& fourth of a cent cheaper in Australia, we
would buy practically 'mone from Uruguay.
Consequently Uruguay preferred to make 5-
year barter deals with Germany and Italy
because of the guaranty of definite long-term
production. This was the only way to avold
periedic anarchy in one of Uruguay's major
industries. Mexico and Argentina have made
similar protests about our hit-or-miss trade
policies. (Carleton Beals, Pan America, p.
805.)

The second factor holding back United
States trade with Latin America results par-
tially from the above-mentioned trade poli-
cles, In the past the Axis nations either con-
cluded barter agreements whereby the amount
of products traded had equal value, thereby
leaving no financial residue, or if a specific
barter trade resulted in an Axis nation owing
some monetary balance to a Latin American
country, the monetary balance was pald in
“aski” money—that is, money which could be
used only in the purchase of other goods from
th~ same Axis nation. Thus despite the in-
crease in South American trade with Axis
nations during the depression, no more dollar
exchange was available with which to pur-
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chase goods from the United States. Like-
wise, payments for imports from Latin Amer-
ica by the British Empire are made in
“blocked"” sterling—that is, money which is
only good for the purchase of products made
in countries belonging to the sterling bloc,
consisting mainly of the territories making
up the British Empire. (Foreign Commerce
Weekly, February 15, 1841.)

To the extent that Latin American coun-
tries sell their goods to countries using
“blocked” currencies (in effect, bilateral trade
agreements), the opportunity for other na-
tions to increase thelr sales in the markets
of Latin America will be materially reduced.
(Foreign Trade of Latin America, p. 103.)

Priorities in the way

Moreover, of late we have placed obstacles
in our own path. These grew out of the con-
fusion within the present administration in
Washington as to where the ald-to-Britain
program ends and where our own hemisphere
defense program begins. The nature of the
impediments can be described in one word—
“priorities.”” Price Administrator Leon Hen-
derson and former Office of Production Man-
agement Priorities Director Edward R. Stetti-
nius, Jr., have objected to shipping steel, ma-
chinery, chemicals, etec., to Latin Ameriea,
contending that these products were sorely
needed right here at home. (Newsweek,
July 21, 1941.)

Among other duties, Coordinator of Inter-
American Affairs Nelson Rockefeller's com-
mittee within the Office for Emergency Man-
agement is directed to “formulate, recom-
mend, and execute programs in the commer=
cial and economic fields which, by the elec-
tive use of governmental and private facili-
ties, will further the commercial well-being
of the Western Hemisphere.” (Executive
order, July 30, 1941.) Nevertheless, he has
fiatly stated: “The front line (of the defense
program) is the ald-to-England program.
The second line of defense is the hemisphere
program.” (Hearings before the subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Appropriations,
House of Representatives, 77th Cong., on the
second deficiency appropriation bill for 1941,
p. 688.)

Ships needed

Such an attitude does not augur well for
the solution of the most pressing of all the
immediate problems, namely, the bottleneck
in ships because of our lease-lend program,
which provides for the release to Britain of
2,000,000 tons of United States shipping.
(How the tanker part of this ship-transfer
scheme has created an ofl shortage In the
United States was described in Did You Enow,
No. 18.) In addition, the Navy requisitioned
15 new freighters from the Moore-McCormack
Lines pan-American run. This was the
greatest number of ships demanded from
any foreign-run line. It is not at all sur-
prising that the resulting ship shortage facing
Brazil and Uruguay has created the prospect
of coal rationing in those countries, despite
the fact that there is plenty of bitumincus
coal waiting at Virginia ports. Moreover, this
summer shipments at Buenos Aires and
Montevideo were 3 months in arrears; and
although Brazilian manganese is needed in
our own defense program, the manganese was
plling up on Brazilian docks. Unless some
new and stern authority is put behind the
Latin American drive, inter-American eco~
nomie relations seem due for still further dis-
ruption., I'or the United States giant ship-
building effort will further tighten up pri-
orities on the steel and machinery desired
by the Latins. (Newsweek, July 21, 1841.)

Home trade needed

Due largely to the nature of their prod-
ucts, the inadequate intracontinental trans-
portation facilities, and to the early estab-
lished overseas connections, the trade be-
tween Latin American nations themselves
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has heretofore been relatively small. In the
aggregate, the 20 nations of Latin America
had furnished the markets for less than 10
percent of each other's exports. (Foreign
Commerce Weekly, February 15, 1941.) An-
other factor operating here is that only a
small aristocratie fringe of the population
ever sees cash income as high as $1,000 a
year, while over 60 percent of Latin Ameri-
can families probably live on less than $100
cash income a year. (Duncan Alkman, Sur-
vey Graphie, March 1941.)

Seven trading nations

The import and export trade of Latin
America is largely concentrated in 7 of the
20 nations. These countries are: Argentina,
Brazil, Venezuela, Mexico, Cuba, Chile, and
Colombia, In fact, these countries accounted
for 85 percent of total Latin American ex-
ports in both 1938 and 1939. The 10 countries
south of Panama customarily account for
over 75 percent of all Latin American im-
ports. The United States customarily takes
about one-third of all Latin American ex-
ports and supplies approximately the same
percentage of Latin American imports, (For-
eign Trade of Latin America, pp. 31, 32, 38,
317, 39, 40.)

Trade bonds with United States

A hasty statement to the effect that a
unified Europe would automatically con-
trol Latin America's foreign trade simply
ignores trade statisties. For instance, when
regional trade figures are examined the im-

ce of trade.with the United States,
in relation to total trade (Import and ex-
port combined), is seen to average approxi-
mately 50 percent in the Caribbean area.
(Foreign Trade of Latin America, p. 46.)
Significantly, these are the countries closest
to the United States and they guard the
vital defense areas of the Caribbean, the
Gulf of Mexico, and the Panama Canal. On
a trade basis, it is clear that a Hitler Europe
would have a hard time persuading these
countries that their economic welfare did
not rest on cooperation with the United
States. Moreover, in vital Brazil, trade with
the United States constitutes nearly 30 per-
cent of the total; in west coast South Am-
erican countries—Bolivia, Chile, Ecuador,
and Peru—nearly 25 percent; and In east
coast countries—Argentina, Paraguay, and
Uruguay—over 10 percent. (Foreign Trade
of Latin America, pp. 46, 47.) This then is
the over-all trade picture of Latin America.

Argentine problems

But Latin America is not a unit. Latin
America is 20 countries, each with problems
of its own. Space limits us to only a brief
glance at the two largest countries—Argen-
tina and Brazil, The difference between their
economic problems demonstrates that Latin
America is not a unit. A dramatic picture of
a hemisphere economic stumbling block is
given by Duncan Aikman. (Survey Graphic,
March 1941.) He tells of a 4,000,000-ton corn
surplus in Argentina which cannot be moved
because Europe is blockaded—and which
threatens 27,000 railroad workers with unem-
ployment. He tells of a 400,000,000-bushel
Argentine wheat surplus cut off from iis
normal European market, At the same time
the United States itself has unsalable export
surpluses of wheat (160,000,000 bushels) and
corn. In Argentina, those who desire a work-
ing hemisphere economy discover the knotti-
est problem. For in 1938 Argentina sold 52
percent of her exports to European powers
and only 9 percent to the United States.
(Hubert Herring, Good Neighbors, p. 344))
Since the United States cannot furnish an
outlet for these food surpluses, Argentina's
overproduction constitutes a permanent prob-
lem to be handled by those who would devise
an economic plan for the hemisphere.
Whether this food surplus must be sold only
in Europe is another question which is con-
sidered below.
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Bonds with Brazil
Brazil is on the other side of the trade
statistics fence. In relation to total trade
(import and export combined), trade with the
United States makes up virtually 30 percent.
(Foreign Trade of Latin America, p. 47.) In
the past coffee has been the major Bragzilian
export to the United States. (Ibid., p. 54.)
But Brazil is the principal present, and po-
tential, source of strategic raw materials in
Latin America. (Carleton PBeals, Survey
Graphic, March 1941.) As a supplier of these
vital raw materials Brazil furnishes a large
share of the key to military defense of the
hemisphere. (MacLiesh and Reynolds, Strat=-

egy of the Americas, pp. 43, 44.)

PROPOSED PLANS AND STEPS ALREADY TAKEN
What to do

Some proposed programs for the economic
defense of the Western Hemisphere assume,
in varying degrees, that a world revolution
in trade methods is now gradually taking
place. Huge continental trading groups buy-
ing and selling the products of many nations
through one agency are envisaged by some
as the only method of assuring equality of
treatment to small nations which, by them-
selves, are in a relatively disadvantageous
bargaining position. Such is the view of Dr.
Carlos Davila, former provisional President of
Chile and former Chilean Ambassador to the
United States. He declares that continental
monopoly of foreign trade is the only method
of saving hemisphere markets for the United
States. (How Should We Meet Totalitarian
Aggression in the Americas? Town Meeting of
the Air, November 25, 1940.)

World trade problems

Even before the present European war the
so-called free flow of multilateral trade had
been interrupted by (1) bilateral trade agree-
ments; (2) outright barter agreements with
Axis nations; (3) absence of the gold stand-
ard, and of any one accepted world monetary
standard, with the result that gold could not
be used to settle international trade balances;
(4) uneasy state of world affairs resulting in
an upset of international credits. (Adolf A.
Berle, Jr., New Directions in the New World,
p. 39))

Buy the surpluses?

Duncan Alkman suggests two plans, of
which the first would be a highly expensive,
but relatively simple, emergency program
utilizing the cartel system. This system calls
on the United States to buy up stocks of
everything which the Germans could pos-
sibly demand in Latin America, at prices, in
cash or barter, better than the Germans
could pay. (Usually proponents of this sys-
tem state that the cash which the United
States would pay Latin America would be
good only for the purchase of United States,
or at least Western Hemisphere, products.)
Alkman contends that we could sell the
stocks to Europe at our own terms, or give
them away to distressed populations in the
Western Hemisphere, or sink them in the
ocean. (Survey Graphic, March 1941.) Es-
tablishment of a hemispheric surplus com=-
modities corporation Is reported to be under
consideration by agricultural officials. (Wash-
ington Star, August 17, 1941.) But Carleton
Beals, who, according to Time magazine. is
“now the best informed living writer on
Latin America,” opposes both the cartel plan
and such modifications of it as have been
suggested, “The problems are too complex,
the nature of the countries and their govern=
ments too divergent. * * * A general
goal and plan are possible, but the details
should be fluid and dependent upon ecircum-
stances.” (Pan America, p. 428.)

New tactics needed

However, Beals agrees that we can no longer
permit the illusion of a pacific world of fres
intercourse (as postulated by the Hull recip-
rocal trade treaties) to block the establish-
ment of our true security. (Ibid., p. 485.)
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Neither can we continue to make irresponsi-
ble loans to other countries with which they
buy our own (and those of our poten-
tial enemies). (Ibid., p.495.)

Build up Latin America?

Beals suggests the following economie pro-
gram for the hemisphere (ibid., pp. 508, 507,
508, 513, 514):

1. An economic plan based on mutual
beneflt.

2. Promotion of production of strategle
materials as near to the United States as
po--ible. These raw-product industries must
be controlled by (and eventually owned by)
the country in which they are located, or by
native capital. Investments by our Gov-
ernment or by our private capital should be
for a limited period, with guaranties of
eventual transferral. (In 1939, Davila out-
lined such a long-range solution to the
Inter-American Financial and Economic Ad-
visory Committee. His plan called for the
gsetting up of corporations with mixed
United States and Latin American capital,
whose main function would be to develop in
Latin American countries new fields of min-
eral, agricultural, and industrial production
which would not compete with the produc-
tion of the United States. (How Should We
Meet Totalitarlan Aggression in the Ameri-
cas? p. 9.)

3. Loans to be made only for specific in-
dustries (not unearmarked sums to govern-
ments), These industries should usually be
complementary to, not competitive with, our
own. (Alkman believes that a sound hem-
isphere defense Industry development pro-
gram would, by increasing the purchasing
power of Latin Americans, also help tc re-
lleve the food surplus problems, (Survey
Graphie, March 1941.)

4. Utilization of new trade methods, such
as guaranteed trade quotas and prices, or-
ganized purchasing power, tariff reductions,
and rebates, preferential tariffs, long-term
agreements and contracts, even buying sub-
sidies.

6. The setting aside of a percentage of
tariff receipts from Latin American products
to provide funds for preliminary scientific
research, technical supervision, sanitation,
the further development of rubber planta-
tions, ete.

A mutual-benefit plan

Such a program would raise the living
standards of the Latin American people so
that they would gradually emancipate them-
selves from dictatorships; a larger market
would be created for American goods; a
greater interchange of commodities would
take place bhetween the Latin American
countries, thus lessening the degree of thelr
pre-war economic dependence on Europe and
the Orient. Thus, we would have secured for
ourselves the strategic materials which we
are now forced to buy at exorbitant prices
from the British and Dutch Empires. At the
same time we would strengthen our economic
bonds with our southern neighbors and min-
imize any totalltarian economie threat.
However, the Argentine beef and wheat sur-
pluses, and the Brazilian cotton surpluses,
should, Beals feels, be allowed to reach their
natural outlets in Europe and in the Orient.
Under the plan discussed above, these pur-
chases would not be sufficient to wean Latin
American nations away from the democratic
bloe.

Free trade?

Adolf A. Berle, Jr., Assistant Secretary of
State, urges businessmen to concentrate less
on maintaining a favorable balance of trade,
and realize anew that other nations can
buy from us only if we buy from them. (As
pointed out earlier, this postulate is increas-
ingly true in the present era of bilateral and
. totalitarian trade agreements.) Berle, main-
talning firmly his faith that the day of free
commerce will return, states the obvious
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when he says that we must back this faith
by evolving a mechanism for temporary ex-
change credits. In the case of countries
where there is no prospect of an immediate
balance of trade, Berle would have the United
States extend long-term credits until those
nations become financially stronger. Indeed,
he would prefer that the powers of the Ex-
port-Import Bank be expanded so that the
individual American exporter is financed by
the bank, allowing the ultimate risk of pay-
ment to fall on the national resources.
(Adolf A, Berle, Jr., New Directions in the
New World, pp. 39-43.)

What's been done?—Loans

That popular person known as the man
on the street, and high Government officials
in both North and South America, talk con-
stantly of hemisphere defense. What has
actually been done on the economic front?
(Except where otherwise noted, the following
information is taken from Fofeign Commerce
Weekly, September 6, 1941.) Inasmuch as
money is the oll which makes the economic
gears mesh, it is important to examine the
work of the Export-Import Bank. Since the
beginning of the European war this Govern-
ment agency has loaned over $255,000,000 in
the Western Hemisphere, all but $25,000,000
of which has gone to Latin America. The
Bank has authorized loans to all the south-
ern countries except Bolivia, El Salvador,
Guatemala, Honduras, and Mexico. Latin
American countries receiving loans in excess
of $20,000,000 are, in order of size of loan:
Brazil, Argentina, Cuba, Chile, and Colombia,

. Loans have been made for the improvement

of highways and railroads; for the purchase
of United States agricultural and industrial
machinery, and for the creation of public
utilities. A loan has been made for the
large-scale production of commercial rubber
in Haiti. The latter program means a rise in
the living standards of our southern friends
and consequently a greater ability to buy
ever-increasing amounts of the exports of
the United States. Moreover, it is an indus-
try which will produce products which we
formerly had to buy from sources outside
the hemisphere. Finally, increased prosperity
in Latin America assures the repayment of
‘the loans extended by our Government. Both
the Export-Import Bank and the Treasury
have made loans for the purpose of stabiliz-
ing the shaky currencies of some Latin Amer-
ican nations. The fly in the gravy of the
Export-Import loans is that the Latin-
American nations have so far been able to
spend only $92,000,000. -‘The correct name
for the fly is priorities. Because United
States industry is glutted with lease-lend
orders for Britain, China, and Russia, as well
as for our own defense effort, Latin Ameri-
can orders have more or less fallen by the
wayside. Some attempt is now being made
by the Department of Commerce to place
Latin American orders with some of the
small business houses in the United States.
It remains to be seen how far the lease-lend
program will be allowed to stab in the back
our attempt at building a hemisphere econ-
omy. ( Newsweek, September 22, 1941.) Ithas
been charged that too many of the Export-
Import loans have leen made primarily with
an eye to increasing the exportation of United
Btates heavy goods to Latin America, and
too few loans made for the development of
products complementing United States econ-
omy. (Foreign Policy Reports, June 15, 1941.)
What’s béen done?—Trade

The shipping shortage has been helped
somewhat by an agreement utilizing for
inter-American trade some 80 Axis-con-
trolled ships hitherto immobilized in Latin
American harbors. A quota system has been
adopted by the coflee-producing nations in
order to maintain a stable price structure.
Similar arrangements are in the offing among
the cacao and wheat-producing countries.
Exports to the United States have been
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greatly increased mainly because of the raw
material buying program which is part of our
rearmament effort. In the first 6 months of
1941 United States imports from Latin
America had a greater value than the im-
ports for the full year of 1938. Although in
1940, United States imports from Latin
America were up $170,000,000 over 1938, the
increase was almost wholly accounted for by
imports of gold. (Washington Star, Septem-
ber 16, 1941.) Such imports contribute little
to a sound economic program for the Hemi-
sphere. On the plus side of the raw-material
ledger is the fact that Brazil has already
banned the export of defense materials to all
countries except the United States. (Wash-
ington Post, June 18, 1941.) Somewhat simi-
lar arrangements have either been concluded
or are in the discussion stage with several
other Latin American nations, (New York
Times, September 19, 1941.) Inter-American
trade has been completely withdrawn from
the hands of pro-Axis traders by President
Roosevelt's proclamation of a blacklist.

What’s been done?—R.w materials

The Department of Agriculture has under-
taken exploratory surveys in Latin America
looking toward the greater development of
tropical agriculture. This is particularly sig-
nificant because products grown in this area
would be almost wholly complementary to the
agricultural products of the United States.
Moreover, there is tremendous room for ex-
pansion in this field because more than two-
thirds of Latin America lies within the Tropi-
cal Zone. (M. W. Williams, The People and
Politics of Latin America, p. 2.) The Inter-
American Development Commission, with
national councils in each of the Socuth Amer-
ican countries, is making continucus studies
almed at developing Latin American indus-
trialization in those fields for which the
United States is now forced to look to other
continents. Thus we see that while halting
steps have been taken in the right direction,
to date the surface has hardly been scratched.

AFTER THE WaRr

The suggestions made so far have dealt
with actions that could be taken now with-
out reliance upon either German or a British
victory, What of the future? Regardless of
who wins the war, we may be certain that
purchasing power in European countries will
be greatly reduced as a result of impoverish-
ment resulting from the war. It will be some
time after the war ends before those coun-
tries which represent the principal potential
outlets for our products can once more take
up production of the goods they must have
to exchange for our products. It is also cer-
tain that many restrictive controls, begun in
the early thirties and continued with increas-
ing intensity up to the outbreak of the war,
will go on. Government will continue to ex-
ercise direct control over foreign trade.

IF BRITAIN WINS

Another certain thing is that even if Brit-
ain wins a military victory she will suffer de-
feat on other fronts, which will make it
necessary for us to reexamine our entire rela-
tionship—military, economic, and political—
to the British Empire. Britain will no longer
have a stranglehold on much of the world's
resources; her historic policy of controlling
the balance of power on the Continent, and
thus preventing the unification of Europe, is
now out of date; her policy of insisting that
unsound economiec units be preserved for
political reasons must now yleld to the pres-
sure of events; her dominance of the seaways
can no longer be continued without challenge.

If Britain wins, we can expect a real scram-
ble for markets in Latin America on her part.
Her normal industries, which to a large ex-
tent have been diverted to production of war
goods, will need to be adjusted once more to

- peacetime production. She will be impover-

ished to an incredible degree, because it is
generally conceded that Britain can win only
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after a long war. And we need not delude
ourselves Into expecting that Britain will
respect what we might consider our prior
rights in Latin America just because we came
to her aid in the generous manner authorized
in the terms of the lease-lend bill.

If Germany wins, there can be no doubt
that Germany would be a formidable eco-
nomic rival, She will try to reorganize Eu-
rope into a single economlc unit and may
eventually succeed. Individually, the na-
tions of the Western Hemisphere might be
hard put to it to compete with a new Ger-
many, But if they act together for their
common economic defense as they are now
preparing to do for their political and military
defense, there can be no doubt that they can
maintain and strengthen their economic and
political independence. This contention is
based on the fact that we now have a breath-
ing spell—with England occupied in Europe
with Germany completely out of® the trade
picture in this hemisphere—in which to put
down our stakes and establish the sound
basis for a real Western Hemisphere economy.
We must make the best use we can of this
period at our disposal. We cannot assume
that the Latin American governments will
cooperate with the United States in seeking
for ways to avold reliance on whatever market
Germany offers after the war for sentimental
reasons, In the period from now until the
end of the war, we must act so as to make
it good business and good statesmanship for
the Latin American pations to continue to
cooperate with us.

IF GERMANY WINS

To those obsessed with the hysterical fear
that Germany may win the war in a short
time and may immediately launch an irre-
gistible trade drive in Latin America, it need
merely be said that they ignore the facts.
Even in peacetime, when Germany was free
to push her trade devices, she made no
serious inroads upon American trade. Buch
gains as she made were largely at the expense
of Great Britain. Those gains, in addition,
were made because Germany offered a market
for surplus products. Even in a very short
time, the proposed hemispheric program can
be put under way, and results will quickly
be forthcoming. Increased production and
trade can soon stimulate consumption, so
that troublesome surpluses can be assimi-
lated. Strongly in our favor is the fact that
at the end of the long war that will have
been fought, Germany will be so spent eco-
nomically, so occupied with policing the
whole of conquered Europe, so concerned
with preserving her dominance agalnst any
possible Russian ambitions, that she will be
In no position to undertake & bold new
adventure in the Western Hemisphere.

If the next step in world allnements is a
group of economic bloes, a self-sufficient bloc
can be formed in the Western Hemisphere
which will possess greater resources and will
offer the opportunity for a higher standard of
living than any other competitive group.

If, in the years immediately ahead we
move forward on the basis of a constructive
program which takes into account the wel-
fare of all the American nations, the Ameri-
can republics will be entirely able to resist
any kind of economic invasion a Nazi-domi-

ated Europe can attempt. No economic

essure from- Europe could break down our
united front.

“If our trade is to reach a higher level on
the basis of a healthy exchange of goods, new
methods, patient experimentation, and a
long-range policy will be necessary. It will
also be necessary to abandon many cherished
American practices and to concentrate our
buying now not on unneeded products but
on vitally needed materials, and to promote
greater reciprocity, not so much of trade as
of actual production. This is all part of the
larger question whether we can help builld a
real community of nations in the Western
Hemisphere.
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“At present the incentive to create such a
community, based on fair play, is strong.
Strife in Asia and Europe is creating special
relationships among the 21 American repub-
lics. Bonds severed with Europe now mean
new, if temporary, strong ties among the
American peoples. They are again being
forced into closer economie, political, and
cultural alinements.

“The problem today is whether the United
States can avoid old mistakes and whether,
in conjunction with our Latin American
neighbors, we can construct an economic,
political, and moral system—a new western
front that will stand the shocks of war and
the fierce competition that will follow the
war; a system that will be of mutual advan=-
tage to all the nations concerned and strong
enough to hold its own with the great trad-
ing empires elsewhere.” (Pan America, by
Carleton Beals, p. 407.)

To those who are skeptical of the feasibility
of such a program it need only be said that
we have little choice. To choose the other
course, the course toward war, is to commit
suicide. Even should we win a clear-cut mill-
tary victory, there will be nothing but chaos
and destruction. The hope for a peaceful and
prosperous America would yield to the harsh
but inescapable reality of large-scale unem-
ployment, cut-throat competition for trade,
and recurring depressions. We should under-
stand that well, who lost the temporary pros=
perity of the years 1914-17 in a prolonged
postwar crisis.

SOLVING OUR OWN PROBLEMS, TOO

The program I have outlined for the West-
ern Hemisphere cannot but be beneficial to
us, Moreover: .

“We must not let the news of war obscure
the fact that the United States is still bur-
dened with a large volume of unemployment,
and that we cannot attaln the full stature
of economic strength until we have the full
utilization of our human resources. We have
in this country surplus funds which are seek-
ing outlets for investment, and it seems that
the utilization of some of these funds for
investments in Latin America would be as
beneficial to this country as they promise to
be there. Ashas been noted above, experience
indicates that when we can increase our
national income to the point of full employ-
ment, our trade opportunities will also ex-
pand, and no insurmountable transfer prob-
lems should arise.” (War and Our Latin
American Trade Policy, 1939, p. 233.)

In closing, let me read you a moving pas-
sage from the article by Pare Lorenz which
appeared in the February 1941 lssue of Mc-
Call’s Magazine:

“We are in need of a new generation of
ploneers, a generation to settle and hold the
New World. We have many things to learn
from our neighbors—patience, a high sense of
honor, an ancient knowledge of form, and
color and architecture, an abstract intel-
lectual curiosity.

“We have many things to bring them—a
mechanical and gadget genius, a restless, im-
patient knack of.organization, medical and
sclentific knowledge.

“We can do it only in the way we shoved
railroads h unoccupied deserts and
over glacler peaks, the way we laid out city
limits in the empty sagebrush country, the
way men and women of the Oregon Trail
took their wagons apart, rafted rapids, low-
ered themselves down canyons with ropes,
and kept going until they hit the Pacific.

“We can do it if we throw our resource re-
ports and our income reports and our esti-
mates of our own power out the window, and
live up to our real potential of men and
machines and materials, without worrying
about the economy and theory of the sick
and decayed Old World.

“We can do it only if we keep alive the
legends and the faiths of the men who made
us great, if we take into the Americas a bellef
that if a poor dirt farmer's son became the
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greatest leader in our history, it is our obli-
gation to see that the son of any citizen of
the Americas, whether Indian, Spanish, Por=-
tuguese, or mestizo, shall have an equal op-
portunity to become a leader of his people.”

ExHIBIT 2
PROPAGANDA
SUCKERS FOR SLOGANS

Philosophers and politiclans have agreed
throughout the ages that the mind of man
in the mass is a curious instrument, and in
no way more curious than in its unbelievable
susceptibility to the maglic of words, to the
siren song of slogans, and propaganda. But
we all recall the old proverb that “a burnt
child dreads the fire.” If there is one fact
which the entire American people have recog-
nized for the past 20 years, it is the fact
that we, the people of America, were sorely
burnt in the fire of the World War. All
too late, we recognized that the power of
words, the magic of propaganda, had sold
us in 1917 the idea that the World War
blood bath was a war of righteousness and
light against the forces of evil. Throughout
this broad land men and women vowed that
never again would we become suckers for
slogans, that never again would we squander
American blood and wealth in the eternally
recurring squabbles of Europe.

The people of America, the great mass of
tollers by hand and brain, learned that
lesson well, so well that 80 percent of them
bhave uniformly and persistently opposed
American participation as a belligerent in
this European war, although all wish and
hope for the victory of Britain. That wish
and that hope arise out of deep antipathy
to the despicable doctrine of nazi-ism. It
does not arise out of any belief of the people
that this European war is our war, or any
feeling that the war is a black-and-white
struggle of the forces of good against the
forces of evil. The pecple who fought and
bled and paid in the World War were too
well burned to fall for old slogans under
streamlined new captions.

But the war party in this land has ap-
parently fallen once more for the siren songs
of British propaganda. The war party is
small in numbers but its members are stra-
teglically placed in our Government and in
our agencies for the transmission of ideas.
They can do and have already done a dam-
age to the faith of our people and to our
structure of constitutional government far
out of proportion to their strength. The
existence and composition of this war party
demonstrates the fact that the British propa-
ganda agencies themselves use a “fifth
column” technique very much like the “fifth
column” technique of the Nazis. Like the
Nazi technique, the British technique has
been to win over a small number of promi-
nent individuals, strategically placed in our
governmental and propaganda structure.

In this there is a striking similarity, as I
shall point out, to the British propaganda
techniques during the World War. Yet
there is this difference from the World War.
Because of the very effective educational
work for the past 20 years of the numerous
organizations comprising what one observer
has called the British network, the ground
was laid for the siren songs this time. But,
in contrast with the situation as it existed
in the early years of the World War, now
the administration itself has encouraged snd
fostered the mythology of the good war, as I
shall point out.

We all recall how strongly propagandists
sought to persuade the American people that
we must fight because otherwise we would be
invaded, or Latin America would furnish a
base for Invasion activities directed against
us. That argument, as I and others have
shown, lacked any basis in the face of the
testimony of experts. Then a shift was made
to the clalm that our foreign trade would be
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crippled and our way of life would collapse
before a Nazi Europe. That claim, too, was
ridiculed out of existence by the genuine
economists. So, in desperation, the propa-
gandists shifted once more—this time to the
familiar, but oh so appealing, slogan of the
holy crusade. There are those among us, and
many of them are in high places, who cherish
within theilr bosoms messianic ideas, and
who believe that our way of life must be
forced upon the rest of the world, willing or
not. There are others so overwhelmed with
admiration for the noblesse oblige spirit
which they think is exemplified by the British
ruling class and the British Empire, that they
can visualize no catastrophe half so terrible
as impairment of the power and infiuance of
the empire. These varlegated minds were
“duck soup” for the holy crusade theory.

But how shall we explain the forces which
have caused so many Members of the Con-
gress of the United States, experienced men,
versed in the ways of nations and rulers, to
change their minds, so that now they urge
our entry into the war, or are willing to sup-
port measures whose necessary result will be
to cause that entry?

SIREN SONG OF PROPAGANDA

“This i{s our war.”

“This is a struggle between two worlds,
between the free way of life and the slave
way of life.”

“We cannot survive unless we fight now.”

“Our front-line trenches lie in London.”

“The British Navy is our first line of de-
fense.” 3

“Great Britain is fighting for our way of
life.”

“If Britain falls, the United States falls.”

These are the words and phrases that have
been pounded, ceaselessly pounded, into the
ears of the American people.

The very walls of this Chamber have re-
sounded with these same words and phrases
vehemently expounded by those Senators who
have demanded the passage of the lend-
lease bill, and of all the steps toward war
which have followed that bill.

When I cite statements made by Members
of this body, and seek to understand or ex-
plain those statements, let it be clear that I
cast no reflection upon any Member of this
body, nor do I impugn the motives which
have led him to change his mind. I cite
those statements merely as typical examples,
to be analyzed in the light of the facts as we
know them.

“We will fight,” shouted Senator AusTIN.
(CorgrESsioNAL RECORD, p. 1057.)

And again the senior Senator from Ver-
mont cried out: "No sneers can shake my
belief that the United States of America is in
imminent peril of invasion if Britain falls.”
(ConGrESSIONAL RECORD, p. 1041.)

On what does the Senator base that be-
lief? How has he come by that bellef? What
have been the forces playing upon his mind
that have created that bellef within him?

Senator Hinr asserts that all will be well
“as long as Britain survives and the British
Navy continues to hold the gateways of the
Atlantie.” (ConNGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 1166.)

Throwing fear into the hearts of the unin-
formed, Senator Murray charges, “If Hitler
wing, he will dominate the international
trade and commerce of the world.” (Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 1351.)

Closing a long speech, Senator Lucas drew
a long, drawn-out gruesome picture of all the
things that are going to happen to us “if
Great Britain falls.” (CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
p. 1615.)

On what do these Senators base all these
heart-rending predictions about what will
happen to us as a result of events taking
place thousands of miles away from us,
events with which they have had no personal
contact? What have been the forces playing
upon the minds of these Senators that causes
them to resort to a technique comparable,
and similar to that used by Senators on this
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floor during those traglc days immediately
prior to our participation in the former
World War?

Senator Baney confessed here 6 months
ago that in October 1939 he admitted on this
floor that this war “is not our war"; then he
added, “I have utterly changed my mind
about this sltuation. * * * I am advo-
cating intervention. * * * I am hoping
that intervention may not mean war, but I
am ready Iif intervention does mean war.”
(CowcrESsIONAL REcorp, p. 1162.)

What has changed Senator Barey’s mind?
What forces have been playing upon the
Senator’'s mind to make him change from this
“is not our war” to an advocacy of inter-
vention even if it does mean war? What ldeas
are molding the mental processes of those
Senators who are advocating the passage of
this repeal of the combat zones, even to the
point of war?

Senator CoNnNALLY has taken a thread out
of this carefully woven pattern or design
when he proclalms from the floor here, “Nazl-
ism and fascism have leagued their might
to enforce with fire and the sword their wills
upon the existing world.,” (CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, p. 1152.)

And let us not overlock the senior Senator
from Florida who, if Hitler should die, would
have nothing left to talk about. He would
be deprived of his favorite subject of con-
versation. Let us not overlock Senator Pep-
PER, who, just a few months ago, admitted
that at the beginning of this war he felt
“rather indulgent,” and was not particularly
perturbed about the more or less usual Euro-
pean practices (ComcrREssioNAL REecomrp, P.
1057) of trying to kill each other off; but now,
Just listen to how he feels now: “America
will not let England fall. * * ¢ If the
action now proposed will not save England,
we will save 1t anyway." (CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, p. 1058.)

In other words, if this bill does not save
England, he is going to see that she s saved
anyway. Well, just how does he propose to
do it? If the Senator from Florida can’t
save England by the passage of this bill, does
he propose to throw a vast American army
into Europe, or into the Orlent, to save Brit-
ain's far-eastern commercial and financial
stake in the opium trade and other activi-
ties? Does he propose to throw an American
army over into Africa in the hope that it can
roll up into Europe through the back door,
and thus preserve England's domination of
the Eurcpean Continent?

Senator PerpEr says that we are going to
save England anyway. Well, how else does
he expect to do it?

And what has brought Senator PErrer into
this belligerent frame of mind? He admitted
that he was not concerned about this war
when it broke out. Then, with language
that was lurid and dramatie, he tried to
scare us with a grand array of hobgoblins,
to force the passage of the lend-lease bill,
and to give the comforting assurance to the
American people that “if the action now pro-
posed will not save England, we wlill save it,
anyway."” ‘

That sounds like war in any man's lan-
guage.

What has changed Senator PerpErR from
an attitude of indifference to an insistence
upon war, if necessary, to gain his end?

Can it be that there are subtle propaganda
forces at work in this country to lead us into
the war on behalf of Britain? Can it be that
Senators have been victimized by propaganda,
as they were In 18177 Are these forces at
work now, as they were in the olden days?

As a power in influencing the lives of men
and women, and thus determining the course
of t.ttnla.tions. propaganda is a force to conjure
with,

Why do we think as we do? Why do we
behave as we do? How do you know what's
right and wrong? Where did you get the
idea? Most of our ideas come from someone
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else. Not many of us see things for our-
selves. We are born blind and come to see
things that others have seen first and have
pointed out to us.

We speak of our ideas, but they are mostly
things that somebody has pointed out to us—
maybe honestly, maybe dishonestly.

Then, when we combine some of these
ideas with some cherished prejudices and
dress them up in words we have learned from
someone else, the result of this mixture we
proudly parade as our opinion, and someone
has well described an opinion as a gen-
eralization that has been arrived at from
an incomplete investigation prematurely
stopped.

But opinion rolls on and on. Momentous
decisions involving life and death of Indi-
viduals and nations are made on no more
than that type of opinion. Opinion as made
comes to us in waves or like an infection.
If we go Into this war, “it will be because
we have caught the war fever,” John Foster
Dulles declared in an address before the New
York meeting of the National Economic Club
and published in their consensus of May 1939.

Mr. Dulles, as you know, is the senior mem=-
ber of a great American law firm, was coun-
sel to the American Peace Commission at
Versailles, a member of the Reparations Com-
mission, and author of War, Peace and
Change.

Continuing his address, Mr. Dulles said:
“If our policy were based upon a genuine
understanding of the causes of the present
crisis and was Intelligently deslgned to
achieve a world order whereby recurrent
crises might hereafter be avolded,” demand
for action might be justified.

“Unfortunately,” he added, “this prerequi-
site to affirmative action seems * * * to
be nonexistent. * * * I do not find in
our public opinion, official or private, any
comprehension of the true nature of the
problem. Our reactions seem to me to be
impulsive and emotional, wholly lacking
either that intellectual content or that ideal-
ism which alone would justify the risks which
would be involved. The goal of our policy
seems to be to regain the power to make over
again the same mistakes.”

In other words, we are preparing to make
over again the mistakes we made almost 25
years ago. What Is it that has conditioned
our thinking this time so that we are think-
ing the same mistakes that we thought in
19172

But if you think these are harsh words
regarding the policy which has flowered in
the lend-lease law and all its offshoots, I
want to call your attention to what Mr. H. G.
Wells said in his book, The Fate of Homo
Sapiens, published in London in 1939.

Speaking of Mr. and Mrs. Roosevelt, Wells
doubts “if these two fine, active minds have
ever inquired how it is they know what they
know and think as they do. * * * They
have the disposition of all politiclans the
world over to deal only with made opinion.
They have never inquired how it is that
opinion is made.”

Can it be that what President Roosevelt is
handing out is only hand-made opinion that
has been handed to him? Can it be that
Whitehall speaks to the White House and the
White House passes it on to us?

In 1914 American public opinion was not
disturbed over the goings-on in Europe; but
in 1917 that public opinion was thirsting for
blood. What were the forces that brought
about that radical change in attitude?

Only a few years ago our ringing slogan
was, "Never again.” Today there is a clamor
from certain groups for foreign intervention,
if not a bellef that “war is inevitable.” What
a rapld change of oplnion it has been—
planned and put across unknown and unseen.
What have been these Invisible forces which
have wrought such a radical change in our
thought and behavior of today from what it
was only 3 years ago?
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“The universities, bless them, are in uni-
form or silent,” wrote H. G. Wells in 1839.
And so they were In 1917. What were the
forces that changed their thought and be-
havior?

Is there any similarity in the forces which
have been undermining and redirecting our
thinking and behavior recently and almost
25 years ago?

Indeed there is. The parallel is striking
and deadly.

That force was and is the hand-out of
made opinion—the clever and subtle spread
of propaganda. That is the force that has
made pecple think as they think and behuve
as they behave about participation in this
foreign war as it made them think and behave
about participation in the former forelgn war.

“Oh, there hasn't been any propaganda this
time" is a comment heard not infrequently,
but that is a result of good propaganda.
Propaganda is not ized as such until
it is dead. If it is, it isn't good propaganda.
While propaganda is playing upon us, it's in-
formation, news. It causes Indignation, hor-
ror, feelings of moral responsibility, or what-
ever may be desired. It isn't until after the
effect has been produced, until after the event
for which it is planned is over, that we usually
come to recognize what has caused us to act
as we did.

While education is supposed to supply in-
formation in its pure form, propaganda sur-
reptitiously selects information, digests it,
and serves it up to accomplish its specified
purpose, which is to lead to some action
which may be going to war or having a new
cereal for breakfast.

“Until the war of 1914-18 came to degrade
all international standards, it was still con-
sidered unfitting and unwise for a statesman
to make public pronouncements to his own
people which publie epinion in other coun-
tries would know to be totally untrue,”
writes Harold Nicolson in his Diplomacy.
(Thornton Butterworth, 1939.) ‘The war
abolished all such delicacies of conscience.
Even the British (who are a truthful race)
gradually acquired a taste for propaganda,
and proved that they also could tell deliber-
ate lies. * * * By the last years of the
war it had become a highly organized system
and certainly provided a formidable weapon
of popular excitation.”

Today the one lie most successfully put
forth by the British propagandists has been
that there is no British propaganda in Amer-
ica, that there is no need of it, and that it
would be useless because the Americans have
learned their lesson and are propaganda-
proof.

What marvelous propaganda that is.

In his secholarly study Propaganda for War,
Prof. H. C. Peterson, of the University of
Oklahoma, brings out that—

“The British campalgn to induce the
United States to come to their assistance
affected every phase of American life; it was
propaganda in its broadest meaning. News,
money, and political pressure each played its
part, and the battle itself was fought not
only in London, New York, and Washington,
D. C, but also in American classrooms and
rulpits, factories, and offices. It was a cam-
paign to create a pro-British attitude of
mind among Americans; to get American
sympathies and interests so deeply involved
in the European war that it would be im-
possible for this country to remain neutral.”

How well they succeeded in that program
you well know. How well they are succeed-
ing today in a repetition of that program, it
is not difficult to see. Later, to aid in the
enlightenment of those who do not seem to
be able to see, I will cite some interesting
illustrations of what I mean.

Much thinking bout foreign affairs is gov-
erned more by emotion than reason. Harness
the emotions and humanity can be led like
sheep. How this was worked out on the
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Americans s brought out by Professor Peter-
son:

“The first problem confronting the direc-
tors of any such campaign was that of win-
ning the sympathy (f the general public.
When Lord Northeliffe visited this country
he remarked of Americans: ‘They dress alike,
they talk alike, they think alike. What
sheep‘l "

This estimate of the American people was
the basis of the propaganda directed toward
us to win us over to active support of the
British cause in the last war. _And this 1917
Northeliffe formula is not unlike that pro-
duced by Capt. Sidney Rogerson, the British
officer, who in his bock Propaganda in the
Next War, preduced the 1938 formula as seen
in these words:

“In the next war, as in the last, the result
will probably depend vpon the way in which
the United States, the great neutral, acts, and
her attitude will reflect the reaction of her
public to propaganda properly applied * * -,
They are more susceptible than most people to
mass suggestion—they have been brought

Dn 1 -I)

This British estimate cf us should make us
bow our heads in shame. We would like to
deny it vehemently. But the proof of the
pudding is in the eating. They worked on us
on the sheep basis in 1916 and 1917—and their
idea worked. It warked so well that we worked
up such an emotional lather tha® we could
hardly wait to get over into the European
slaughterhouse.

Today Captain Rogerson’s formula based
on our susceptibility to : .ass suggestion seems
to be taking hold. Nothing more than the
outbursts of Senators advocating this lend-
lease bill and the belligerent foreign policy it
represents would seem to indicate that the
Rogerson formula was producing the desired
results.

But to come back to Professor Peterson.
He continues:

“Insofar as Americans were sheep they had
to be reached through their emotions. Al-
though every public thinks with its hopes,
its fears, and its affections, the pre-war
American public was especlally sentimental,
excessively turbulent in comparison with
European, and, finally, was subject to waves
of emotion, apathy, interest, and boredom.
The work of the British propagandist was to
harness these feelings and put them to work
for the Allies.”

Hillaire Belloc, in his book, The Cruilse of
the Nona, 1925, describes the technique:

*“The most comic part of the affair was the
attitude toward America. We dared not in-
sult America, for we were naturally as keen
on getting American help as is a drowning
man on catching a deck chair. In their
ignorance, many pecple came to believe that
it was the duty of the Americans to come over
and help, and what was more astonishing still,
it was represented to them as a matter of life
and death, not to us, but to themselves. The
Americans were told—heaven knows whether
any of them believed it—that if the Germans,
Austrians, Bulgarians, Turks, and others won
in their push against the English, French,
and Italians, that after the half-baked won
against the baked, the next thing would be a
sailing of the conquerors over the sea for the
rude domination of Scranton, Pa. Fiddle~
sticks. But people would really talk like that.
They shook their fingers at the United States
and sald, ‘It will be your turn next.”

How great a task was accomplished from
scratch in 1914 was explained by the French
historian, Gabriel Hanotaux, in the words he
quotes of Robert Bacon, then Ambassador to
France and formerly a partner in the House
of Morgan, who said, “In the United States
there are at present perhaps 50,000 persons
who feel that the Naticn should immediately
intervene in the war on your side. But there
are over 100,000,000 Americans who do not so
think. Our duty is to reverse these figures
g0 that the 50,000 may become 100,000,000."
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The figures were reversed—that is ap-
proximately reversed. We went into the war
on a wave of idealism, filled with ever-
increasing hatred against the barbarian Hun
who had committed such frightful atroci-
tles—which it was later proved he didn't com-
mit. We espoused the cause of France and
England who were so intent upon putting
down militarism, and we believed with Wilson
that we were to make the world a better, more
democratic place to live in.

That is how well we were conditioned for
the fray. That is how well and skillfully our
thoughts were directed and our behavior con-
trolled. Our thoughts were merely the prat-
ing of official hand-outs; our actions, like
those of puppets, controlled by invisible hands
manipulating invisible strings.

As Walter Millis brought out in his Road
to War which he wrote only a few years ago
and after which he was dragged back into the
nest of those same forces which he had so
thoroughly and debunked, “the
American view of Europe was normally and
unavoidably colored very deeply by the Brit-
ish attitude.” On August 5, 1914, the British
cut the cables between Germany and the
United States, and from that time on all news
of foreign affairs was bottlenecked through
London.

We learned what London wanted us to learn.
We thought and believed what London wanted
us to think and believe. But London had
fine support. Our American aristocracy—
our elite—was distinctly Anglophile—just as
it Is today; many of them far more inter-
ested in the welfare of England than in the
welfare of America. Again, as Walter Millis
stated in his famous and scholarly book,
*“those more cultivated elements which domi-
nated our intellectual, political, and financial
life still found in London their unacknowl-
edged capitol.”

Much of our economic aristocracy did most
of its forelgn business through London. The
House of Morgan which for so long waved the
financial baton in America was the fiscal
agent here for the British Empire. The mag-
azine Time for January 20, 1938, quotes a
Morgan partner: “Like most of our contem-
poraries and friends and neighbors, we wanted
the Allies to win the war from the outset,
We were pro-ally by inheritance, by instinet,
by opinion.”

And the House of Morgan has apparently
not lost any of these inheritances, instincts,
opinions, as well as desires and intenticns.
The New York Times for September 5, 1939,
reports the arrival of Mr. J. P. Morgan on the
Queen Mary. *Mr. Morgan was asked to com-

. ment on reports that the British Government

was considering appointing his firm as official
agent here,

“‘ can't say ome word. I know nothing
about it he replied, but after a moment’s
thought he added, ‘It would be a natural
thing, if they wanted an American agent, that
they would call upon us to repeat our past
performances.’ "

It would be very Interesting to know,
wouldn't it, just how far the House of Mor-
gan 1is today repeating those now famous
past performances. We note, not with sur-
prise, however, that Mrs. Thomas W. Lamont
is a member of the National Committee of
Union Now which would unite this country
with Great Britain, and that Thomas W.
Lamont, himself a Morgan partner, was the
dynamo behind all the belligerent and
propaganda activities of the former William
Allen White committee to underwrite the
security of the British Empire at the cost of
the American taxpayer. Past performances
are rapidly growing into current performances
which, as in the past, tend to war.

To coordinate the various complex agencies
for propaganda in the last war Lasswell
tells us in his Propaganda Technique in the
World War that “the British were finally con=
strained to get up a committee of executives
of approximately ministerial importance,



8622

each of whom was charged with some such
important branch of propaganda as enempy,
home, allied, or neutral. * * * BSecuring
a mean of prestige to head each important
service.”

In his War Behind the War, Frank P.
Chambers brings out that “the War Propa-
ganda Bureau was created by the Foreign
Office in 1914, Sir Edward Grey, the British
‘Forelgn Secretary, put Masterman of the
Daily News at its head and gave him offices
at Wellington Hause.”

Keep that name “Wellington House” care-
fully in mind because you will hear more
about it and the part it played ln condi-
tioning the American mind for war in sup-
port of Great Britain,

By January 1917 Wellington House had
become too small to carry on-all the work of
the War Propaganda Bureau, and under the
dynamic leadership of the new Prime Min-
ister, Lloyd George, there was a sweeping re-
organization in the whole British organiza-
tion for propaganda.

Col. Jchn Buchan, later known as Lord
Tweedsmuir who became Governor General
of Canada, was placed at the head of the
whole department, the four subdivisions of
which are described by James Duane Squires
in his British Propaganda Organization, pub-
lished by the Harvard University Press in
1935,

These were, according to Squires:

“1. Mr. Masterman's Wellington House,
which was now to continue and specialize
in its original function of producing and
distributing for domestic and neutral con-
sumption books and pamphlets cn the war.
2. A cinema department under the direction
of Masterman’s old lieutenant, Mr. Mair. To
this individual's duties was now added also
the entertainment of foreign visitors. 3. The
Political Intelligence Department, whose pri-
mary function was the gathering of evidence
on the state of public opinion the world over
as it was manifested in the newspaper press.
4. The news department which, as the per-
haps sarcastic Mr. Jones described it, was
‘the Imaginative department, the fiction de-
partment, the body which dresses up the
facts for presentment to the public, a most
important function, and one leaving scope
for individual imagination.'”

Wellington House, starting with 9 men in
1917, had 54 and a malling list of 260,000
names. Sir Gilbert Parker was in charge for
the United States, and prepared his American
Press Résumé for the confidential use of the
Cabinet.

In 1918, almost a year after America had
gone into the war, Sir Gilbert could afford to
be more frank and explicit, and like the crim-
inal going back to the scene of his crime, he
had to tell us how he had conditioned us for
our costly and disastrous European crusade,

His own story was told in the March 1918
issue of Harper's Magazine. The name of the
article was “The United States and the War.”
The author was Sir Gilbert himself. I quote
a few paragraphs:

“Practically since the day war broke out
between England and the Central Powers 1
became responsible for American publicity.
I need hardly say that the scope of my de-
partment was very extensive and its activties
widely ranged. Among the activities was a
weekly report of the British Cabinet on the
state of American opinion, and constant
touch with the permanent correspondents of
American newspapers in England. I also fre-
quently arranged for important public men
in England to act for us by interviews in
American newspapers: and among these dis-
tinguished people were Mr. Lloyd George (the
present Prime Minister), Viscount Grey, Mr.
Balfour, Mr. Bonar Law, the Archbishop of
Canterbury, Sir Edward Carson, Lord Robert
Cecil, Mr. Walter Runciman (the Lord Chan-
cellor), Mr. Austen Chamberlain, Lord
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Cromer, Will Crooks, Lord Curzon, Lord
Gladstone, Lord Haldane, Mr. Henry James,
Mr. John Redmond, Mr. Selfridge, Mr, Zang-
will, Mrs. Humphrey Ward, and fully a hun-
dred others.

“Among other things we supplied 360 news-
papers in the smaller States of the United
States with an English newspaper which
gives weekly reviews and comments on the
affairs of the war. We established connec-
tion with the man in the street through
cinema pictures of the Army and Navy, and
by letters in, reply to individual American
critics, which were printed in the chief news-
paper of the State in whic™ they ‘lived, and
were copied in newspapers of other and
neighboring States. We advised and stimu-
lated many people to write articles, we utl-
lized the friendly services and assistance of
confidential friends; we had reports from im-
portant Americans constantly, and estab-

‘lished asscclation by personal® correspond=

ence, with influential and eminent people
of every profession in the United States, be-

glnning with university and college presi-

dents, professors, ‘and scientific men, and
running through all the ranges of the pop-
ulation. We asked our friends and cor-
respondents to arrange for speeches, debates,
and lectures by American citizens, but we
did not encourage Britishers to go to America

and preach the doctrine of entrance into the |

war. Besides an Immense private correspond-
ence with Individuals, we had our docu-

ments and literature sent to great numbers

of public libraries, ¥. M. C. A. socleties, uni-
versities, colleges, historical socleties, clubs,
and newspapers.

“It is hardly necessary to say that the work
was one of extreme difficulty and delicacy,
but I was fortunate in having a wide ac-
quaintance in the United States and In
knowing that a great miny people had read
my books and were not prejudiced against
me. * L] L]

“Alsp, it should be remembered that the
Society of Pilgrims, whose work of interna-
tional unity cannot be overestimated, had
played a part in promoting understanding
between the two peoples, and the establish-
ment of the American Officers’ Club in Lord
Leconfield’s house in London, with H. R. H.
the Duke of Connaught, as president, has
done, and is doing, immense good. It should
also be remembered that it was the Pilgrims’
Society, under the fine chairmanship of Mr.
Harry Brittain, which took charge of the
Honorable James M. Beck when he visited
England in 1916, and gave him so good a
chance to do great work for the cause of
unity between the two nations. I am glad
and proud to think that I had something to
do with these arrangements, which resulted
in the Pilgrims taking Mr. Beck into thelr
charge.”

There are the words of the man who did the
job. They don't need verification. But a bit
of elaboration does create a bit more enlight-
enment, Peterson has done that in his most
scholarly study, Propaganda for War, which
has become a recognized authority. In re-
gard to the operation of Wellington House,
Peterson says:

“The traditional information agents, am-
bassadors, and consuls, naturally sent in
regular reports. In addition, the Morgan firm
kept British officials informed as to condi-
tions in the United States.”

Through these various methods and tech-
niques which I have already discussed and in
regard to which I have quoted the most au-
thoritative sources, Peterson brings out that
the “task of British propagandists was to
make an ordinary political-power struggle ap-
pear to be a fight between the forces of good
and evil.”

Just as the British propaganda forces in the
last war succeeded in selling us war between
the alleged forces of good and evil, so are
they using the same technique today. The

NOVEMBER 7

air is filled with colorful stories of all the
moral issues for which Britain is fighting.
It 1s another holy war. With all her might
and main she is fighting against evil and sin.
It is a repetition of the 1917 technique, to
which I will refer later with some interesting
exhibits.

Let me come back to Peterson again:

“The primary objective of a political propa=
ganda campaign is to establish an attitude of
mind, a climate of opinion. When such a
campaign is successful,. the point of view
which it has created acts as a censor or inter=
preter of news and turns those pmpagandimd..
into propagandists. * *

“Starting as early as August 1914, promi-
nent men of America hastened to join a cause
that was intellectually fashionable.”

Didn’t it become the fashionable thing to
join the William Allen White Committee and
the Fight for Freedom Committee of today,
as it was fashionable to join the British
propaganda groups in the last war? Isn't it
becoming the elite and fashionable thing to
join the elite in promoting this treasonable
Union Now racket? Isn't it among the so-
called upper crust that most of the bun-
dling for Britain is being bundled? The
same forces are at work today as were at work
a quarter of a century ago and toward the
same end.

Again quoting Peterson: “Industrialists
and financiers one by one took up the cudgels

for the belligerents, with whom they wero

doing so much profitable business, * ¢
College professors and school teachers re-
peated with a great show of wisdom the argu=-
ments which had originated in Wellington
House or in la majson de la presse.”

It was this Allied propaganda that won
the war. It broke Germany behind the lines.
It brought the United States in. The best
men, the best brains, were puf into the
campaign to win our sympathies., There was
no limit to what could be spent. There was
nothing that was not distorted or lied about
or misrepresented to bring us in.

It was Wellington House that brought out
the famous Bryce report on German atroc-
ities. That i has been officially refuted
from stem to stern is now a matter of offi«
cial record, This Bryce report on German
atrocities has been called by Peterson “one
of the worst atrocities of the war.”

The propaganda campaign affected every
phase of American life, economie, social, po-
litical, and spiritual., It was a success. It
brought us in on a wave of emotional
idealism.

“Emotional appeal was made in every
major section of British propaganda,” writes
Peterson. “A most important phase of this
technique was the practice of exploiting
idealism. The British did all they could to
identify British and American ideals and to
pleture German actions as attacks upon
democracy—the symbol of American ideal-
ism. The almost hysterical reaction in the
United States to British propaganda demon=
strates very clearly the effectiveness of such
appeals.”

Back of the power of Britain's emotional
drive lies an interesting and significant story.
In 1832 Britain mastered a new language of
potent words. Liberalism, which had made
its officlal advent in England in that year,
soon became inextricably linked to the non=-
conformist conscience and grew into a variety
of the Christian religion. Every political,
social, and eccnomic issue was translated
into moral terms and cloaked in the language
of righteousness. It worked wonders—and
when a fiction works, the Englishman auto-
matically declares it a fact.

Thus, Britain could shoot elvilizatlon into
her vast empire and hold that empire to-
gether by the force of armies and battle=
ships without greatly disturbing the world's
moral equanimity.
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This technique of taking God into partner-
ship and claiming that the British Empire
and the Kingdom of Heaven are synonymous
terms is only & bit of holy hocus-pocus for
the benefit of a nalve and gullible public.
And we have learned something of that
British techrique.

That is why in 1917 President Wilson could
preach a holy crusade to save democracy and
end war; and why In his 1839 message to
Congress President Roosevelt could stir and
rouse all our emotions with his charge that
“the defense of religion, of democracy, and
of good faith is all the same fight. To save
one we must now make up our minds to
eave all.”

That is why in 1917 Dr. Lang, then Arch-
bishop of York and later the Archbishop of
Canterbury, could come across the Atlantic
ccean to expound to us the absurdity that
the civilized world was “facing the greatest
crisis in its history * * * the time has
come when the people of the United States
must save the situation.”

That is why Chamberlain could refer to a
Canadian contingent of troops that had ar-
rived in London, and solemnly speak of “the
moral greatness of a cause which has inspired
such an intense conviction of its righteous-
ness"; and why Lord Halifax in broadcasting
to the Finns, could speak of being “strong in
our consciousness of a rightecus cause and
our faith in a Just God."

Propaganda has come to use moral suasion;
it changes opinion and belief through the
supplying of suitable, selected information
and through emotional appeals. All propa-
ganda has a moral connotation fundamen-
tally, and it is intended to exert moral force,
appealing to feelings of right and wrong.
 One can’t get up much enthusiasm for
war on a purely intellectual plane. To pro-
mote a war you must whoop up the moral
purpose. It was piled into us in 1917. We
have been drugged on it today.

You have to get folks filled with idealism.
The enemy must be made the blackest kind
of a villain so the folks back home won't
think too much about the failures of diplo-
mats and others directing foreign policies.
To feel a proper moral responsibility to put
down evil by the use of the bayonet and
high explosives, one must be deeply stirred
emotionally.

All right. Let's turn again to the record of
then and now.

In 1915, Norman Angell was writing about
the importance of the British Navy and
British naval policy, supported by American
action, in relation to that emotional theme of
the future of civilization. England must
have a free hand to do as she pleased on the
high seas, because upon the action of the
PBritish Navy will depend the kind of lives
that we shall live in the future.

That was 25 years ago; and today the same
high ideal is reechoed as something new, as
something that makes the issue today not
only highly moral but far more noble and
moral than was the issue then.

Along comes Dorothy Thompson, who has
attained high position in that crowd de-
termined to fight for international purity,
and she naively announced in her column
for October 13, 1939, that the French poilu
and the simplest Englishman know “that
this is not a war to maintain the status quo
of Versaillles or British imperialism."

Oh, no, indeed; it is not a war for any such
material and rational thing as that. If it
was, she says, “they would not fight it.”
Maybe that has something to do with why the
French did quit. But Dorothy goes on—
and note well what she said and how it dove-
tails into the words of Norman Angell 25
years ago. Concluded Dorothy: “He knows
that this is the great European civil war, the
object of which is to determine what sort of
Europe he is going to live in.”
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On September 25, 1914, Mr. Asquith held up
the banner of a high and emotion-stirring
ideal, when, speaking in Dublin, he referred
to “the substitution for force, for the clash
of competing ambitions, for groupings and
alliances and a precarious equipoise, of a
real European partnership, based on the
recognition of equal rights and established
and enforced by the common will."”

But 25 years later—in November 1939—
Mr. Chamberlain expressed his opinions
about what had to be done about other
people's force when he sald that it was
necessary to beat “that aggressive, bullying
mentality which seems continually to domi-
nate other peoples by force.”

World War No. 1 was a holy war. The
religlous leaders of the country told us so.
“It is nelther a travesty nor exaggeration to
call this war on the part of America a truly
holy war,” said Henry Churchill King, then
president of Oberlin College—so truly a
holy war that Randolph H. McEKim pro-
claimed from his Washington pulpit: “It is
God who has summoned us to this war. It
is His war we are fighting. * * * This
conflict is indeed a crusade. The greatest in
history—the holiest. It is in the profoundest
and truest sense a holy war * * * Yes,
it is Christ, the King of Righteousness, who
calls us to grapple in deadly strife with this
unholy and blasphemous power.”

Terrible words? Indeed they are, and
particularly so in the light of present-day
knowledge of what that war was really about
and what was accomplished as a result of it,
But when the emoticnal boller is fired, that
is the height to which the steam pressure
gage rises.

Let us remember that—let us not forget
it—when we hear President Roosevelt tell us
that we must be prepared to fight for religion;
or when Presldent Conant, of Harvard, tells,
as he did in his testimony before the Foreign
Relations Committee, that “this present war
has in it many of the characteristics of a
religlous war.” Let us not forget it today
when there is placed in our hands that little
folder entitled “The American Churches and
the International Situation" and signed by
a large group ot some of the most distin-
guished ministers in America, saying that
they “believe that when Christians are con-
vinced that their nation 1s engaged in re-
sistance to aggression or in defense of inter-
national order they must obey its call,
Throughout Christian history the latter has
been the view of the majority of the churches.
We believe it is so today.”

Nothing in the propaganda of today about
the righteous and moral issues at stake is
one whit different from the emotional out-
burst of 25 years ago when these anonymous
words appeared in The Nation (London) in
March 1915:

“America, be the correctness of her atti-
tude what it may, cannot be morally im-
partial; two rival ldeas struggle for the
mastery of civilization. Which does America
choose? Military force or civilized law?”

Are there any more familiar-sounding
words dinned into our ears today than those
words written 25 years ago? Just war prop-
aganda—then and row; the emotionalized
moral issues that are deliberately created to
drive men and women to war.

The epic of them all, however, is found
in the words of Lord Curzon spoken in the
House of Lords on April 19, 1918, which by
some strange and grim coincidence, compa-
rable to the number assigned to this lend-
lease bill, was the anniversary of the Battles
of Lexington and Concard:

“The entry of the United States into the
war stamps the character of the struggle
as an uprising of the conscience of the
world in a combined effort to put an end to
the rule of Satan on this earth.”

Wherever he was and whoever he is, Satan
must bave had a hearty laugh; and he prob-
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ably chuckled audibly on January 21, 1940,
when he read the modern version of this
same old myth in the ecstatic words of J. L.
Garvin in the London Observer:

“This war in the moral sense is the great-
est of wars. The allied cause is true and
glorious in the Miltonic sense. It is a war
for European freedom and for the rights of
man in all the world.”

Overcome by the war fever Induced by
propaganda from Wellington House, the great
eastern universities were in the forefront in
putting us into the last war. They waved
high the banner of an emotional, idealistic
crusade, just as they are dolng today.

Bir Gilbert Parker recognized the impor-
tance, susceptibility and ease of getting the
university people. In his memoirs he wrote,
“We established association by personal cor=-
respondence with influential and eminent
people of every profession in the United
States, beginning with the university and
college presidents, professors, and scientific
men, and running through all ranges of
population.”

By February 1916, Peterson tells us, "Parker
was able to report that the articulate people
throughout the United States had joined the
Allies. The success of the British propa-
gandists corroborates the statement that
there are no limits to the field of propaganda.
The only restrictions are on the manner of
approach. * * * Educators can be con-
trolled simply through controlling their read-
ing matter. * * * In contradistinction to
the easy surrender of American leaders to war
hysteria was the subborn pacifism of the great
mass of the people,” as today.

Why college professors are more susceptible
to these hate psychoses than are the uncul-
tured masses, is perhaps explained by Ein-
stein in a letter to Freud (quoted by Hogben
in his Dangerous Thoughts): “Experience
proves that it is the so-called intelligentsia
that is most apt to yleld to these disastrous
collective suggestions, since the intellectual
has no direct contact with life in the raw but
encounters it in its easiest synthetic form, the
print .d page.”

And Wellington House saw to it that there
were plenty of the right kind of printed
pages placed in the hands of the intellectuals,
and thus convince them of the validity of
the thought which Walter Millis has put into
a phrase which has become classic: "One of
the greatest of the qualities which have made
the English a great people is their eminently
sane, reasonable, fair-minded inability to con-
ceive that any viewpoint save their own can
possibly have the slightest merit.”

Then the great advantage in pushing propa-
ganda in the universities is that once the
university and college people have accepted
the propaganda they promulgate it with an
air of authority mot only to their students
but as lecturers in clubs and forums, in radio
addr wses and public statements, and even at
congressional hearings. The stamp of the
university gives authority.

So it was that a university president, quoted
by E. W. Enight in his What College Presi-
dents Say, could say in his commencement
address in 1918: “The chief end of men who
would plorify God is to kill Germans and no
explanatory footnotes required.”

In 1915 the Harvard student body was be-
ing injected with the defense and prepared-
ness serum. In March of 1915 President
Lowell and Gen. Leonard Wood had appeared
together to speak in favor of military training
camps, President Emeritus Eljot in his Me-
morial Day address stirred the militarily in-
clined by saying that “The soldler who goes
to war for the love and defense of his country
is not brutalized by fierce fighting.”

And today we are witnessing a repetition of
that same story. University loud speakers
began sounding off early in the fall of 1239.
¥-le's Tresident Seymour felt an unctucus
concern for the “principles of international



8624

morality,” and President Conant, of Harvard,
expressed fear that “the hope of free institu-
tlons as a basis of modern civilization will be
Jeopardized” if his students should “handicap
those who are fighting for ideals we share,”
and he resents the thought that it should “be
taken as a premise that the only matter be-
fore the country is how to keep the United
States cut of war.”

Conant is the commander in chief today
of the battalion of university presidents and
professors who, as members of “he former
William Allen White Committee and other
groups that have been so successfully whoop-
ing up the good and holy war. As the great
intellectual leader of a holy cause to shoot
rightecusness into all the world which should
be so reformed, President Conant appeared
before the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee hearing on the lend-lease bill and pro-
claimed the proposition that “our only hope
as a free people lies in a defeat of the Axis
Powers,” and that if our going to war was
necessary to achieve that end, he was for war.
Then Conant was sent to England on a
¢ ‘lentific mission allegedly connected with
our defense program.

But Conant's student body, the boys who
would have to do the fighting and dying in
the war that President Conant would declare,
are not in unanimous rccord. The Harvard
Crimson charged that he and others were
“earning an unenviable place in the road
gang that is trying to bulld for the United
States a superhighway straight to Armaged-
don,” and added that *the lofty positions of
these men give thelr words weight beyond
their worth.”

In 1939 Oxford University Press published
the boock World Order, by Lionel Curtis, the
religio-intellectual dreamer of the group
known as Lord Milner's Kindergarten, in-
gpired and trained in Cecil Rhodes' New Im-
perilism. Lowell, of Harvard, wrote the intro-
duction in which he praises Curtis as seeing
the need for increased “intensity of the con-
viction that right is right and wrong is wrong,
and that it is the duty of men to place service
to mankind above all sélfish considerations.”

Such feelings and attitude actuated the
men of the Spanish Inquisition and Puritan
New England and persist in those who have
had the eccleslastical imperialistic training
of the British. There can never be any doubt
in their minds as to who is “right” and what
their “duty” may be. Fears for the safety of
the Empire turn them to religion. There is
much about “the infinite duty of men to
God,” which is entwined in his mind with
what Kipling called the “white man's bur-
den.”

The effort at present of British propa-
gandists i3 to make Americans believe, just
as they succeeded in doing in the last war,
that we have a “moral stake” in this war.
We are to fight for the British Raj—that s,
the “religion” of Lionel Curtis, the “moral-
ity” of the Archbishop of Canterbury, the
“civilization” of Chamberlain.

In the last war Britain made an emotional
appeal to us to support “democracy” and de-
feat “militarism.” If she were making an
appeal today, if there were British propa-
ganda instead of mere explanation, which is,
of course, denied, the aim would be to stimu-
late our feeling of “moral responsibility” to
“put down evil"—all of which means—to
help Britain lick hell out of Germany.

But there are many more than idealistic
emotions which are stirred by the propaganda
which swept over the country 25 years ago
and is sweeping over the country today.

There is the emotion of fear. Scare us to
death over the threat of invasion. That is
wonderfully effective propaganda technique
and has been used with all the persistence
and resources at the command of Whitehall
and the White House.

Both Wellington House and the House of
Morgan recognized the value and importance
of this propaganda of fear—fear of what 1t
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was alleged would happen to us if England
should lose and Germany win. As Peterson
points out: “Aided by the realities of sub-
marine warfare, the contention was made
that the United States was actually menaced
by Germany. The success of this argument
is demonstrated in the statement of Senator
Lawrence Y. Sherman, who remarked, ‘I do
not think we embarked In the war in a hu-
manitarian crusade. It was for self-defense.
The ‘our fight' idea culminated in the asser-
tion that the Monroe Doctrine would be
violated if the Germans were victorious.”

And nowhere was this propaganda of fear
of conquest better expressed than in the
words of J. P. Morgan at the hearings on the
munitions investigation: “The whole German
nation had started out cn the war with the
cry of world domination or annihilation.”

In 1816 the book The Invasion of America,
by Julius W. Muller, portraying a fearful in-
vasion of America, was given wide distribu-
tlon. Last year the people of the country
were harrowed by a similar book by Hendrik
Willem Van Loon, picturing battles with
Nazis all over Vermont and Connecticut.

In the spring of 1915 Hudson Maxim, in-
ventor and manufacturer of machine guns,
presented to the members of the senior class
at Harvard copies of his book just published
under the title “Defenseless America,” the
opening paragraph of which is the key to the
big build-up for war:

“The main object of this book is to present
a phalanx of facts upon the subject of the
defenseless condition of this country and to
show what must be done, and done quickly,
in order to divert the more dire calamity that
can fall upon a people—that of merciless in-
vasion of a foreign foe, with the horrors of
which no pestilence can be compared.” :

It was just a part of the big build-up for
the war to come, and not one whit different
in principle from the current fear of threat
of invasion that has been built up through
different techniques, not the least important
of which has been the words of the Presi-
dent—foreign submarines off our coast when
driving through changes in ou: Neutrality
Act—hombers of an invading enemy flying
over our Midwest States—and his fireside
chat about the “gun at our head.”

Scare hell out of us, that's the technigue
that helps build up the war fever—unless
those who hear the terrifying words are able
and do see through their sham, pretense, and
complete humbuggery.

Back in 1938 Capt. Sidney Rogerson ex-
plained how this technique would be used—
how this type of steam would be put on us.
He told us In his book, Propaganda in the
Next War, just how they were going to make
our mental processes operate., He had pre-
pared then the blueprints of our thoughts of
today.

While he was telling us that their propa-
ganda would be based on the general theme
of democracy and freedom versus dictator-
ship and persecution, he was adding the
thought that there must be pictured some
direct threat to America and believed that
Japan might be built up to serve as that
hobgoblin.

Note these following words from Captain
Rogerson, and note the evidence all around
you of their fulfillment:

“Though we are not unfavorably placed,
we shall require to do much propaganda to
keep the United States benevolently neutral,
To persuade her to take our part will be much
more difficult. * * * It will need a defi-
nite threat to America, a threat, moreover,
which will have to be brought home by propa-
ganda to every citizen, before the Republic
will again take arms in an external quarrel.
The position will naturally be considerably
eased if Japan were involved, and this might
and probably would bring America in with-
out further ado. At any rate, it would be a
natural and obvious object of our propa-
gandists to achleve this, just as during the
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Great War they succeeded in embroiling the
United States with Germany.”

There, in those words, you have a predic-
tion that has come true, and a confession
that reveals truth. It is simply unbelievable
how anyone can fail to see the truth in those
words, and the utter deception in the words
used to create public fear and arouse our
emotions to the point where we will again
take up arms to engage in another crazy war
of foreign power politics.

But Rogerson, at this polnt, adds a few
more slgnificant words: “* * * our maln
plank will be the old democratic one. We
must clearly enunciate our belief in the dem-
ocratic form of government, and our firm
resolve to adhere to it.”

Under the pounding, the constant pound-
ing, the repetitive pounding of emotional
catch-phrases and words and fears, the peo-
Ple of this country are being pounded into a
foreign war under a dictatorship authorized
by this off-to-war lend-lease bill, and all for
the glory and security of the British Empire
with a little bit of Greece and a piece of
China thrown in just for the present emer-
gency.

Another phase of the Wellington House
propaganda 25 years ago was the propaganda
of economics, As Peterson says: “Where
propagandists tried to establish the identity
of British and American idealism, agents
directing the economic maneuvers attempted
to fuse the industrial and financial systems
of the two countries, * * * The con-
scription of American industry and commerce
by the British was made possible by the elim-
ination of business connectlons between the
United States and Germany.”

These factors, together with the British
loans, “gave Americans a vested interest in
the Allies’ cause,” and added to this they
created “good will between the United States
and Great Britain and, indirectly, i1l will be-
tween the United States and Germany. Each
step was propaganda in the most practical
meaning of the word,” according to Peter-
son, who quotes the following from a Welling-
ton House report of early 1916:

“American banking is so intimately con-
nected with the American Stock Exchange
that the opinions of the latter may fairly be
sald to represent those of the whole financial
community. From the beginning of the pres-
ent war, prices in Wall Street have risen
regularly in response to any military suc-
cesses of the Allles, and fallen with equal
regularity when the Central Powers achieved
successes.” 5

The long range aftereffect of the propa-
ganda that led to the authorization of vast
British loans was not so good. Many were
the embarrassing moments when we inti-
mated that even no more than a token pay-
ment would be appreciated. You know, those
loans never were repaid, and that conse-
quently, because of the Johnson Act, we
could make no further loans legally.

Well, why bother about loans, say our
British friends. And the wheels of propa-
ganda of these latter days began to whirl
toward the end of giving everything to a
nation that no longer can afford to buy.
Britain's interest in the passage of the lend-
lease bill came out in the open with the
arrival of Lord Halifax and his appearance
at the Capitol in the interest of the lend-
lease bill timetable. The pressure behind
this bill changed from propaganda in subtle
form to open advocacy in the raw, but it
parallels with slight variations the economic
and financial propaganda of the first World
War days.

The parallel between what happened just
prior to 1917 and what has been happening
in this country during the past year and a
half is deadly. Just as In 1917, the leader-
ship of this country has been driving toward
war. Our people have not been consulted.
They were not consulted then. Our people
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have been propagandized and deceived. They
were propagandized and deceived then.

In November 1916 a President of the United
States was reelected on the slogan “He kept
us out of war.”

In November 1940 a President of the United
States was reelected on what seemed to be
the proposition that he would keep us out
of war,

In January 1917 a personal representative
of the reelected President went to confer with
the rulers of the British Empire.

In January 1941 a personal representative
of the reelected President went to confer with
the rulers of the British Empire, and in
August 1941 the American President and
the British Prime Minister entered into an
eight-point alliance.

In 1914 Woodrow Wilson pleaded for com-
plete neutrality.

In 1939, at the outbreak of war abroad,
President Roosevelt asked for complete neu-
trality in acts, if not in thought.

“The first 21 months of neutrality,” at the
time of the first World War, says Peterson,
“reveal very clearly how the Wilson admin-
istration quite unronsciously adopted the
Britisl. point of view of the war as its own
point ol view.”

The first 19 months of our neutrality in
the present war reveal ejually clearly a con-
_ scious adoptlon of the British point of view;

& quick change from neutrality to what is
convenienly called “nonbelligerency”; the
break-down of onr neutrality law; our first
peacetime conscription; the rearming of the
British Army' after the disaster of Dunkirk;
the turning over to Britain of 50 of our de-
stroyers, passage of the lend-lease law; the
occupation of Iceland; convoys; and the
“gshoot on sight" order. We have moved
much faster and farther in these 19 months
than we did In the 21-month period of a
quarter of a cerLtur: ago; we are being moved
by the same forces and toward thie same end.

In 1916 amung the many pro-Ally propa-
ganda organizations there stands out promi-
nently he Navy League. Among its promi-
nent sponsors stood Thomas W. Lamont and
Frederic R. Coudert.

In 1940 appeared the now famous William
Allen White Committee. Among Its promi-
nent sponsors stood Thomas W. Lamont and
a member of the Coudert family. Later ap-
peared the more candid warmongering Fight
for Freedom “ommittee.

In January 1917 the President, in asking
the Congress for unusual powers, said: “I am
not proposing or contemplating war or any
steps that may lead to it. I merely request
that you will accord me the authority to
safeguard in practice the rights of a great
people who are at peace.”

But 3 months later, April 1917, that same
President took his people into war.

In January 1941 the President, In asking
the Congress for unusual power, £nid: “To
change a whole nation from a basis of peace-
time production of implements of peace to a
basis of wartime production of implements
of war is no small task.”

In April 1941—where will we be then?

The statement that there was no propa-
ganda to take us into the war on the side of
Britain in 1917 is only the tinkle of brass
and cymbals. It i{s now a matter of official
record, including all the documentary evi-
dence of the activities of Wellington House
that there were powerful and subtle and
secret forces at work to change our neutral
thoughts and behavior to flaming thoughts
and belligerent behavior.

As Squires puts it so well: “For nothing 1s
capable of being 1nore firmly established than
the twin facts that British propaganda
e:dsltsd in the United States from the end
of 1914 onward, and that this propaganda
was official in the sense that it w‘;s ‘]:Md for
by the British Government, supervised by
the agents of the British Government, and
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handled b; the propaganda department of
the British Government, Wellington House."”

And vast sums of money were spent on
this propaganda to steam up our emotions.
Squires says: “From the figures already quoted
from parliamentary committees of investiga-
tion, the present writer would estimate that
British propaganda, including all items which
were budgeted under that head, in the last
2 years of the war alone cost close to
£2,000,000.”

And then, to keep our emotions fully fired
and steamed up for the duration, Géorge
Creel, who has just joined Fight for Free-
dom, stated in his How We Advertised Amer-
fca that the total costs for propaganda in
the United States during the entire period
of American participation In the war were
slightly less than §5,000,000. *“This American
‘Wellington H , " says Peterson, “"had as
its objective the transmuting of the sympathy
for the Allies—the product of 2}, years of
effort on the part of European propagan=-
dists—into an active or even violent force.”

In other words, £5,000,000 was taken from
the American people to spend on propaganda
to keep them convinced of their privilege of
spending end giving away untold and un-
counted billions of dollars and dying by the
tens of thousands in a holy crusade to under-
write the power politics of Great Britain.

By 1918, says Peterson, “Americans were re-
sponding cordially to the propaganda appeals.
By that time they were enjoying the war
thoroughly and hating the Germans in a very
satisfactory manner.”

Both of these eminent authorities, Squires
and Peterson, are agreed on the importance,
effectiveness, and success of the British prop-
aganda. As Squires puts it: “Resolve the
problem in any way that one will, turn it
about and consider it from as many angles
as he may please, one must ever come back
to one cardinal point: British propaganda
was a real force In winning the World War.
It kept the home masses docilely patriotic.
It gained, or mightily helped t¢ gain, power-
ful allies.”

And Peterson adds to that what he calls
the volunteer propagandists—native Amer-
icans. *These were individually enlisted in
some cases, but in the main were regimented
Into ‘soldiers of the king' by a process of
eliminating, or at least curtailing, enemy
interpretations of the war and by dominating
the news with exaggerated and warped pro-
Ally accounts of what was happening or had
happened. Once these natives had acquired
the ‘correct’ frame of mind, they were en-
listed for the duration of the war, the for=
mal propaganda groups acting merely as con=
necting and reinforcing elements of the Brit-
ish propaganda organizations. The real prop-
agandists were Americans—our preachers,
teachers, politicians, and journalists.”

And history is repeating itself again. I
have already related many of the outstand-
ing facts of the deadly parallel between
what happened once before and what has
been happening again right under our eyes.

Many of our preachers, teachers, profes-
sors, politicians, and Journalists are blazing
the same trail which the similar groups
blazed 25 years ago. I have put the evi-
dence before you. Who has conditioned
them? What forces have influenced their
thinking and directed their behavior?

We can only become conscious of a force
by observing the results, and this is par-
ticularly true of moral force. We recognize
that a mar has “got religion” from his
changed behavior. We recognize that a
man has “got propaganda” from his aroused
emotions, when suddenly he has gone all-
out for international morality, religion, and
moral responsibility for civilization.

That Is what has happened, regardless of
all viclent denials to the contrary notwith-
standing. With the President leading the
way, with university presidents following
their finance-minded trustees, all the little
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professors must vie with each other, as well
as others in the elite political, journalistic,
and intellectual classes, to show interest in
the preservation of *“morality” and “re-
ligion,” by the British imperialistic method.

The inculcation of these beliefs was made
easy by the long educational work and Anglo-
phile sympathies of what has been called the
BEritish network by that keen observer, Quincy
Howe, in his fine book, England Expects Every
American To Do His Duty:

“I am concerned solely with the influence
of the rulers of Britain—hereafter referred to
for the sake of brevity as England or Britain—
upon certain influential Americans, and,
through these individuals, upon the Ameri-
can public. Finally, I have written this book
in the belief that this influence will play a
larger part than any other single factor on
the destinies of both the English and the
American peoples in the course of the next
10 years.

“In 1917 the United States entered the
World War, which not only rescued but ex-
tended the British Empire. Teday the prob-
lem of the British Foreign Office is to repeat
the trick and save the Empire from an even
graver crisis. Since 1920 the wheels that will
involve the United States in another war to
save the British Empire have moved cease-
lessly and at accelerating speed. How urgent
is Britain's need? America’s peace depends
on the answer.

“THE BRITISH NETWORK

“It’'s fun, of course, to be fooled by the
British for a century and more, but it's more
fun to know how the trick works. The pre=-
vious chapter simply reviewed the record; this
one will try to show how the record took
the form it did. And an extraordinary spec-
tacle unfolds. We shall see almost the entire
ruling caste in the United States obeying
British orders with an eager servility that
arises from the unigue character of modern
American society. We shall see that the rela-
tionship between America and England has
no parallel in the modern world.

“AMERICA AFES BRITISH FOREIGN OFFICE

“In short, a nation’s foreign policy is usu-
ally determined by its natural resources, its
social order, its population density, its tech=
nical equipment, and its geographic position,
But the United States, alone among the great
powers, bases its foreign policy on an entirely
different and quite intangible factor. Ances-
tral tles of language, tradition, and blood
exercise such an attraction upon the Ameri-
can ruling class that it adapts its own selfish
interests—not to mention the interests of the
country as a whole—to the needs and desires
of the British Foreign Office.

“ENGLAND'S HOUR OF NEED

“The history of Anglo-American relations
might seem, on the surface, to suggest that
British statesmen had bludgeoned or bam-
boozled American statesmen into taking
orders from Downing Street. But the power
that Britain wields in the United States does
not arise from intellectual or economic supe-
riority. If England, in its hour of need, ex-
pects every American to do his duty, that
expectation does not arise from the usual
economic consideration. On the contrary.
If material factors alone determined Ameri-
can national policy, the United States would
either have taken over the British Empire
after the war or retired into its shell. In=-
stead, it has puttered about the four corners
of the earth only to emerge at every critical
juncture defending British interests more
heartily than the British themselves.

“SPCAR BAME LANGUAGE

"To account for this curious state of affairs
it is recessary to recall certain facts that
many Americans accept as instinctively as
they do the color of the sky. First, and
most important, Englishmen and Americans
speak the same language. They read the
same books, magazine articles, and newa
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dispatches; they hear the same lectures and
radio broadcasts; they attend the same plays
and talking pictures. Furthermore, this com=-
mon language originated in England, whence
the first settlers of the Thirteen Colonies
came, In consequence many Americans look
instinctively to England as the court of last
appeal in all questions involving tradition,
scholarship, morals, l1aw, and manners.

“This tendency to hold England in rever-
ence appears most flagrantly in the American
governing classes. They prefer to commune
with their Maker in the exclusive atmosphere
of the Episcopal Church, which grew from
England’s official national church, The pri-
vate boarding schools which the sons of the
American aristocracy attend are modeled on
Eton, Harrow, and Winchester. The cult of
the gentleman and the gospel of fair play
originated in England and have been taken
up more enthusiastically in the United States
than in any other country. The great Amer-
fcan unwashed may attend professional base-
ball games, just as the great unwashed of
England attend professional football matches;
the Anglo-American aristocracy prefers polo,
yacht races, and fox hunts,

“VISITING AMERICANS GET 'WORKS'

“The weakness of well-dressed Americans
for the British way of life has given rise to
an elaborate ritual, vulgarly known as the
‘works’, to which visiting Americans are sub-
jected in London. Beedy yearning journalists
from Corn Belt find themselves seated in the
distinguished visitors' section of the House of
Commons. Business and professional men will
be asked to teas and garden parties by the
new rich of old England. Utility magnates,
Benators, railroad, bank, and college presi-
dents rate dinner and week-end invitations
from members of the nobility.”

“ENGLAND EXPORTS CULTURE

“To judge from the cultural interests of
most well-to-do Americans, they share this
Old World regret for the incident of 1783.
They flock in droves to hear Lord Lytton, Sir
Arthur Salter, and Sir Arthur Willert inter-
pret world affairs from the point of view of
the British Foreign Office. They lap up the
novels of Sir Hugh Walpole, Charles Morgan,
and Warwick Deeping, from whom they gain
an insight into the finer shades of civilized
life as only English ladies and gentlemen
can live it. And even if they never plan a
pilgrimage to such Anglo-Saxon shrines as
‘Westminster Abbey, Shakespeare’s birthplace,
or the Albert Memorial, they become unoffi-
cial members f the great British family of
nations by joining the English Speaking
Union.

“SPEARHEAD OF HER DRIVE

“For all its innocent appearance, this or-
ganization is nothing more nor less than the
spearhead of England’s cultural drive on the
United States. The purpose of the English
Speaking Union, according to its own pro-
spectus, is ‘First, to draw together in the
bond of comradeship the English-speaking
people of the world; second, tb strengthen the
friendly relationship between the people of
the United States and of the British Empire
by (a) disseminating knowledge of each to
the other, anc (b) inspiring reverence for
their common institutions.! The activities
of the English Speaking Union include hos-
pitality to overseas travelers, forums for dis-
cussion, interchange of secondary school
teachers, scholarships, special luncheons and
dinners, cooperation with other organizations
in entertaining visitors, intelligent travel
gervice, friendly personal contacts, and inter-
change of gifts and messages between citles
and towns in Great Britain and their name-
sakes in the New World,

“The facilitles of the English Speaking
Union include its headquarters in London
and smaller branches in many other cities
in the British Isles, the dominions, and the
United States. British subjects and citizens
of the British dominions may join the Eng-
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lish Speaking Union of the British Empire
for a guinea a year, Citizens of the United
States may join the English Speaking Union
of the United States, a parallel and self-
governing organization, for 5 a year. All
members receive the same monthly bulletin,
the Landmark, published, as Iuck will have
it, in London, and all have access to any of
the union’s quarters.

“DIRECTORS FROM UFPER CRUST

“The English Speaking Union was born in
the historic year of 1917, and since then has
not only helped thousands of travelers but
has encouraged social contacts between all
English-speaking peoples, Yet its directors
are better known as financlers, statesmen,
churchmen, journalists, educators, lawyers,
and industrialists than as lecture managers,
tourist agents, or professional entertainers.

“Far from regarding membership in the
English Speaking Union as a form of hyphen=-
ated Americanism, these influential citizens
believe that to give ald and comfort to the
British Empire is to serve the highest aims
of the United States, and even of humanity
as a whole. Most of them, in fact, would be
profoundly shocked to find themselves listed
as anything short of 100-percent Americans,
and they will frequently take issue with cer-
tain aspects of British policy and British
civilization. They simply lend themselves to
the cause of their favorite charity, their favor-
ite political party, or their chosen religion.

“IDEAL FOR BRITISH FOREIGN OFFICE

“Furthermore, if the British Foreign Office
were to prepare its own ldeal roster of those
Americans who could do most to promote
British interests in the United States, it
could scarcely improve on the actual list of
men and women who control the English
Speaking Union. This does not mean that
the English Speaking Union is the creature
and creation of the British Foreign Office, or
that its directors consciously and deliberately
serve British interests at the expense of Amer-
ican interests. On the contrary, they regard
themselves as the noblest Americans of them
all. But whether it actually serves the best
interests of the American people to give aid
and comfort to the British Empire is another
story.

“That story unfolds as we pursue the inter-
ests and activities of English Speaking Union
leaders in various directions. To begin with,
they all tend to favor internationalism in
general and the League of Nations in
particular.

“If the League of Nations Association in-
terlocks with the English Speaking Union
in respect to personnel, objectives, and gen-
eral character, the Foreign Policy Association
bears a similar relationship to the League of
Nations Association. Just as the League of
Nations Association does not announce Anglo-
American cooperation as its primary aim, so
the Foreign Policy Association does not assert
that its objective is to get the United States
into the League of Nations. Yet that is the
open ambition of many of its leading spirits.

“Not all these people have publicly advo-
cated Anglo-American collaboration. Some
of them have not even declared themselves
in favor of the League of Nations. They do,
however, stand for two things. They all be-
long to or speak for the conservative prop-
ertied classes and they all favor a more posi=-
tive cooperative foreign policy. Which is ex-
actly the same thing as saying that they
belong to the British network. For, in respect
to forelgn policy, the propertied classes in
the United States have no alternative to offer.

“Still another organization devoted to
American foreign policy illustrates still more
clearly the pro-British bias of most well-to-do
Americans. The Council on Foreign Relations,
organized shortly after the war, calls itself
a nonpartisan and noncommercial organiza-
tion studying the international aspects of
America's political, economic, and financial
problems. It is not a trade organization and
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has no connection with any political party.
Its membership is composed of men of many
professions, with & varlety of interests and
views. Membership in the council is elective
and the 500 rank-and-file members include
& real cross section of political and economic
opinion. Even the quarterly organ of the
council, Foreign Affairs, prints as varied an
assortment of articles as any magazine in
the field.

“But on the board of 18 directors we en-
counter many of our friends of the English
Speaking Union.

“So far our survey of the British network
has been confined to International sport, to
the synthetic hospitality of an English Speak-
ing Unlon dinner, and to the grinding bore-
dom produced by the meeting of the minds
of Walter Lippmann, Newton D. Baker, and
Norman Davis in the innermost sanctum of
the Council on Foreign Relations. Let us
now watch these gentlemen at their dally
duties. For to discover the members of the
British network doing their masters’ business,
we must see them doing their own.

ROLE OF MORGAN BANK

“At the risk of hammering one point be-
yond recognition, mention must again be
made of the importance of the Morgan Bank
as Britain's financial base of operations in
the United States. Its role in the World War
as sole purchasing agent for the British Gov-
ernment leaves no doubt as to its importance
during that period, and the statements of
Messrs, Morgan and Lamont at the time of
the Nye investigation do credit to their
forthright support of the British position.

“To Mr. Morgan there was never any gues-
tion of following the lead of his President
and remaining neutral in mind and thought.
The moment the Germans threatened the
security of England by invading Belgium,
‘We found it impossible to be neutral.” And
if we are to believe Thomas W. Lamont, Mr.
Morgan's partner and spokesman, most of the
best people who lived along the eastern sea-
board felt the same way. ‘Does anyone,'
asked Mr. Lamont in a letter to the New York
Times, dated October 18, 1935, ‘even of the
post-war gen>ration, believe that business
interest determined the pro-Ally sentiments
of Morrow or Morgan or Davison, or any of us?
Surely not. Like most of our contemporaries
and friends and neighbors, we wanied the
Allies to win from the start. We were pro-
Ally by inheritance, by instinect, by opinion,
and so were almost all the people we knew
on the eastern seaboard of the United States
from the moment Germany violated Bel-
gium's neutrality.’

“NEW YORK TIMES FRO-ERITISH

“Mr. Lamont’s priceless definition of the
American aristocracy—'almost all the people
we knew on the eastern seaboard’—holds just
as good today as it did in 1917. It also
covers like a tent the chief figures in the
British network, notably the owners and
editors of the New York Times, which is
Britain's chief propaganda organ in the
United States, just as Morgan's is Britain’s
chief financial base.

“UNITED STATES UNDERWRITES BRITAIN FOR
NOTHING

“The British Foreign Office understands
clearly enough that an alliance with the
United States is not practical politics today.
In fact, the British Foreign Office decidedly
prefers the present state of affalrs whereby
the United States unofficially underwrites the
British Empire and gets nothing in exchange.
It is only the American members of the
British network who advocate some more
formal arrangement involving a quid pro quo.
Even J. P. Morgan does not like to give some-
thing for nothing.”

But these older cogs in the British net-
work are much less effective for the purposes
of the Anglophiles than a newer organization,
Union Now. The welfare of our country
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demands that we take a little time to examine
the activities and composition of that curious
organization.

TUNION NOW

“From the way in which accounts between
Britain and America are now getting some-
what mixed, the step forward to a common
army, navy, and air force—and taxation to
pay for them—is not far distant, * * *
We in Great Britain have all to gain from a
union, and the invitation must come from
America.” (Col. Josiah Wedgewood, member
of the British Parliament, in the course of an
American lecture tour, Washington Times-
Herald, July 9, 1941.)

As others see us

The American people have expressed their
desire to ald Britain by “steps short of war."
Attempts are now under way to undermine
that policy and to drag the United States
into the present war by the devious method
of urging alliance with Britain. Sympto-
matic of these attempts have been the recent
statements of British leaders. As public
officials, of one country, they could not, of
course, openly and expressly urge another
country to declare war or to form an imme-
diate alliance which necessarily involved par=
ticipation in war. But their public state=
ments have gone as far as was possible,
Thus, Lord Halifax, British Ambassador to
the United States, urged recently an Anglo=-
American alliance after the war for the pur-
pose of establishing a new world order, to
which other nations (including the Latin
American countries) would be permitted to
adhere. (Christian Science Monitor, June 20,
1941.) Prime Minister Winston Churchill
has called for Anglo-American unity of aims,
and has proclaimed that “united we can save
and guide the world.” (Wi n Post,
June 17, 1941.) Austrian Minister Richard G.
Casey announced in one address that neither
the United States nor the British Common-
wealth could alone solve post-war problems,
and asked for recognition of the “fact” that
“we are essential to each other in peace—as
essential to each other as one blade of a
pair of scissors is to the other.” (New York
Times, June 14, 1941.) In another address,
which the press reported as stopping “just
short of advocating immediate union of
English-speaking peoples ®* * *” he pro-
claimed that preservation of the world was
in the combined hands of the United States
and the British family of nations, (Baltimore
Sun, July 5, 1941.) Dr. R. C. Wallace, princl-
pal of Queen'’s University, in Canada, looked
forward to a permanent partnership of the
United States and Canada as an outcome of
the war, for the ultimate purpose of cement=
ing a permanent Anglo-American alliance.
(New York Times, June 24, 1941.) The most
forthright of British propagandists to visit
the United States, Col. Josiah Wedgewood,
called for immediate union and Ameri-
can participation in the war, in such tactless
terms (New York Times, June 3, 1941; Wash-
ington Times-Herald, July 9, 16, 1941) that
his visit here was soon terminated by the
embarrassed British Government.

Lead kindly Streit

The most important organizational expres-
sion of the elements which desire an Anglo-
American alliance is Federal Unlon, Inc., or-
ganized in 1939 to promote the plan con=-
ceived by Clarence K. Streit, and commonly
known as Union Now. According to the
annual report of Dr. Emery W. Balduf, ex-
ecutive director of Federal Union, Inc.,, this
organization now has 93 chapters in as many
American cities, and 126 separate organizing
groups. During the past year and a half
they have produced and distrlbuted more
than 1,500,000 pieces of literature, (Federal
Union World, July-August 1941.)

In addition to numerous sporadic broad-
casts (including the American Forum of the
Air on Sunday, August 3, 1941) Federal Union
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has recorded a series of some 15 radio talks
to be rebroadcast over local stations through-
out the country. Extensive publicity in con=-
temporary perlodicals presents the message
of immediate union with Britain to an audi-
ence of several million people. During the
month of July this propaganda was featured
in Readers’ Digest, Liberty, and Look. The
September issue of Screen Life is presenting
a8 story on the Federal Union plan as ex-
plained by those heroes and heroines of Hol=-
lywood, suddenly turned foreign affairs ex-
perts, who are Unlon Now devotees. The
Book of the Month Club has announced that
as their book dividend for September and
October they will give away copies of both
Clarence Streit's original Union Now and his
more recent Union Now with Britain, to from
150,000 to 200,000 of their members, The
executive director of Federal Union, Inc.,
boasts further that from March to May of this
year his committee obtained 31,686 inches of
free newspaper publicity. (E. W. Balduf,
Federal Union Convention Report, Cleveland,
June 29, 1941.)

27 to 23

The advantages to an embattled Britain of
such a union are obvious. The advantages
to the United States are less evident, and
supporters of Union Now find it necessary ta
speak in generalities and platitudes in order
to sell their plan on this side of the Atlantic.
One new feature of Clarence Streit's plan,
as revised in his second book, Union Now with
Great Britain, is designed to appeal to those
Amerlcans who cherish vislons of imperial-
istic grandeur a la Henry Luce. For example,
in his column of March 22, 1941 (New York
Herald ‘Tribune, March 23), Mark Sullivan
wrote:

“While Britain is unable, alone, and the
United States is unwilling, the two together
could readily dominate the world. Britain
could continue to be greatest mercantile sea-
going nation. As to naval power, Britain
and the United States In union could have
dominance beyond any dream of challenge.”

Sugarcoating

Glossing over their immediate demand to
abrogate the sovereign independence of the
United States, Mr. Streit and his fellow un-
ionists hasten to assure us of their desire
that such a nuclear union between Britain
and the United States “shall grow gradually
into the United States of Man by peaceful
admission of outside peoples to equal mem-
bership” as soon as such peoples shall have
established their fidelity to the democratic
way of life. (Look, July 29, 1941, p. 38)) By
thus envisioning as a possible outgrowth of
their plan some beatific system of world=
wide cooperation for the betterment of man,
the Federal Unionists have corralled into
their camp many sincere persons who realize

- that world peace can only result from unil-

versal recognition of the brotherhood of
mankind, and who hopefully grasp at Unlon
Now as a tangible movement with such an
end as a possibility, however remote. These
followers are inclined to overlook the im-
perialist structure of the British Empire, as,
indeed, they also overlook the British back-
ground of the leading American proponents
of Union Now.

British network

But a more important fact which is over=
looked is that Union Now is geared to Amer=
ican participation in the war and to Anglo-
American world domination—its inevitable,
if not its ostensible, result. This is not sur=
prising, when the leading supporters of Union
Now are ldentified. The Federal Union or=-
ganization must be viewed.against the long
history of attempts in the United States to
promote American participation in the League
of Nations and to bring about an Anglo-
American allilance. Space is lacking to re-
view here what one informed commentator
called the British network (Quincy Howe,

8627

d Expects Every American To Do His
Duty (2937) ), but it is clear the Federal Union
refiects the influence of such organizations as
the League of Nations Association, the English
Speaking Union, the Foreign Policy Associa-
tion, and the Council on Foreign Relations.

Who's who

Leading interventionists abound in the
ranks of Federal Union. Many of the leading
supporters of Union Now are members or
active supporters of such interventionist
groups as the Committee to Defend America
(formerly the Committee to Defend America
by Aiding the Allies), the Fight for Freedom
Committee, the Church Peace Union, and
the Inter-Faith Committee for Aid to the De-
mocracies. Many have signed interventionist
statements issued by special groups or have
made public statements of an interventionist
character. These Include (see New York
Times, March 18, April 9, May 8, May 23, June
16, June 15, July 21, July 17, 1941; and Fed-
eral Union list of supporters): Margaret
Culkin Banning, Btringfellow Barr, Mrs,
Emmons Blaine, Clare Boothe, Esther Caukin
Brunauer, Lyman Bryson, “Ding” Darling,
Russell Davenport, William Alfred Eddy,
Charles G. Fenwick, Dorothy Canfield Fisher,
Henry W. Hobson, Edwin P. Hubble, Frank
Kingdon, Mrs. Thomas W. Lamont, Max
Lerner, Bishop Francis J. McConnell, Thomas
Mann, Raymond Massey, Helen Hill Miller,
Lewis Mumford, Bishop G. Ashton Oldham,
Endicott Peabody, Chester Rowell, Robert E,
Sherwood, William J. Schieffelin, Ralph W,
Sockman, Eugene Staley, Admiral William H.
Btandley (retired), Lyman Beecher Stowe,
Betty Gram Swing, Edmond Taylor, Dorothy
Thompson, Mrs. Frank Vanderlip, J. Skottowe
Wannamaker, James P. Warburg, William
Allen White, Alexander Woolcott, Mary E.
Woolley, Rear Admiral H. E. Yarnell (retired),
Henry Goddard Leach.

Also listed among the sponsors of the
Union-Now " Plan are Rear Admiral H, E,
Yarnell (retired), Admiral Willlam H. Stand-
ley (retired), and Brig. Gen. George V.,
Strong, present Assistant Chief of Staff of
the United States Army (Washington Post,
June 18, 1941), This situation was brought
to the attention of Congress by Representa=
tive Georce H, TINKHAM, of Massachusetts,
on June 17, when he demanded the removal
of these officers who support union of the
United States with Britain (CoNGRESSIONAL
REecorp, June 17, 1941, p. 5266).

Required reading

There are signs of official sanction of the
“ynion now” scheme by other leaders of
American destiny. In Senate Document No.
182, Seventy-sixth Congress (a report on
schools and training courses in Government
departments), it is suggested that there is a
tie~-in between lectures scheduled by the De-
partment of Agriculture graduate school and
the movement sponsored by Federal Union.
This report includes the following state-
ment:

“Judging by press releases of the past few
months and public utterances of Govern-

"ment officials in high places, the movement

has gained such headway as to receive official
sanction and advocacy.” (CONGRESSIONAL
REecorD, June 17, 1941, p. 5266.)

The June 1941 issue of Federal Union
World boasts that Clarence Streit's Union
Now is recommended reading for new officers
by the General Staff of the United States
Army in a list of recent and standard works.
(U. 8. War Department Training Circular
No. 25.)

ADMINISTRATION PUSHES THE HOLY CRUSADE

The work of these network groups was
made much easier by reason of the fact that
this administration, unlike the Wilson ad-
ministration in the early years of the World
War, has gone out of its way to foster and
promote the idea of the “Holy Crusade.”
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If time permitted, I could read to you for
hours from the multitudinous statements
by the President and his official family plug-
ging this slogan. But, instead, I shall mere-
ly list a dozen or so statements, taken at
random:

President Roosevelt (in his Unlimited
Emergency speech of May 27, 1941) : “Today
the whole world is divided between human
slavery and human freedom—between pagan
brutality and the Christian ideal. We
choose human freedom—which 1is the
Christian ideal.”

Vice President Wallace (speech at Bur-
lington, Iowa, on July 31, 1941): “The pres-
ervation of liberty itself depends on wus.
We shall not fail.”

. Secretary of War Stimson (speech at West

Point, N. ¥, on June 11, 1841): “To any
one brought up in American standards it
is an issue between right and wrong, be-
tween freedom and slavery, between kind-
ness and cruelty. Such an issue is not sub-
Jject to compromise.”

Secretary of Navy Knox (speech at Boston,
Mass., June 30, 1841) : “Our world has been
challenged by a pagan force that seeks to
destroy the very fundamentals of a Chris-
tian clvilization.”

Secretary of State Hull (speech to the
American Society of International Law, April
24, 1941): “I have absolute faith in the
ultimate triumph of the principles of hu-
manity, translated into law and order, by
which freedom and justice and security will
again prevall.”

Sumner Welles, as Acting Secretary of
State (in a speech at the Norweglan Lega-
tion on July 22, 1941): “* * =* the ulti-
mate victory of the forces of human Ulberty;
of the triumph of civillzation itself over the
forces of barbarism.”

Secretary of Commerce Jesse Jones
(speech to the United States Chamber of
Commerce on April 29, 1941): “We have
chosen our course * * * to give all pos-
sible aid to those countries which are fight-
ing to preserve thelr independence and our
way of life.”

William 8. Knudsen, Director General of
Office of Production Management in a Fourth
of July (1941) message: “The battle of free-
dom; the battle of the Individual against the
tyrannical state; the battle of democracy
against slavery; the battle of free enterprize
against state control of every phase of life
from the cradle to the grave.”

Postmaster General Frank C©, Walker
(speech to the National Cenference of Catho-
lic Charities at Houston, Tex., on October 19,
1841) : “Americans and Catholics, he asserted,
could not say of the European war: '"This is
no affair of ours.. True charity tells us it is
not American, it is Catholic.’ "

Wendell Willkie, speech on July 4, 1941:
“The menace of a doctrine of government
and a system of economics that lives by the
enslavement of men,”

Simllar utterances have been made by the
following administration spokesmen: Am-
bassador to England John G. Winant (July
12, 1941); Ambassador to Japan Joseph C.
Grew (June 1941); President Roosevelt's
lease-lend cocrdinator Harry Hopkins (July
27, 1841); Assoclate Justice of the United
States Supreme Court Frank Murphy (August
18, 1941); Rear Admira Adolphus Andrews,
commandant of the third naval district (April
1,1941); Rear Admiral Harry E. Yarnell (June
7, 12841); Rear Admiral Richard E. Byrd, who
was given a leave of absen e from active duty
in order to give Lim time to speak at a series
of unity meetings (August 19, 1941); Federal
Becurity Administrator Paul V. McNutt (July
17, 1941); Jerome Frank, Chairman of the
Securities and Exchange Commission (Febru-
ary 9, 1941).

ADMINISTRATION AID TO COMMITTEES FOR WAR

But, not content with merely plugging the
idea, members of the administration’s official
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family have gone out of their way to foster
and support the activities of the various in-
terventionist committees in the hope, no
doubt, that these organizations would be able
to bring pressure upon the American people
and convert them to the holy cause. I could
list for your edification scores of appearances
by men in high places in support of the war-
mongering committees, but I shall content
myself again with listing merely a few chosen
at random.

You should know that Secretary of the
Navy Knox has dared to make official Govern-
ment material avallable to such committees,
At a rally held at Manhattan Beach in New
York City in midsummer 1941, a Navy dive
bomber was sent to open the meeting by
dropping a parachute with an American flag.
On at least one occasion that violent war-
monger, Dorothy Thompson, has been invited
to "lecture” to soldiers at an Army camp, I
know of no noninterventionist who was in-
vited to that camp. Admiral Richard Byrd
was given 2 months’ leave in order to drum
up support for the administration’s foreign
policy. Mrs, Roosevelt joined an interven-
tionist committee called United Americans
(which seems now defunct) endorsed the
magazine Salute, of the British War Relief So-
ciety, and has spoken over the radio under
the sponsorship of the Committee to Defend
America. (Washington News, May 14, 1941.)
Secretary Knox has sent a message of con-
gratulation for its work to that same commit=
tee. (Wall Btreet Journal, July 14, 1941.)
Senator PEPPER has spoken for Fight for Free-
dom. (New York Post, September 18, 1841.)
Admiral Willilam H. Standley, retired, spoke
for intervention under the auspices of the
Committee to Defend America here in Wash-
ington on July 27, 1941, (Baltimore Sun, July
28, 1941,) A speaker for that same committee
was given time at a water-gate concert here
on July 28, 1941, to speak for Battle of the
Atlantic Week, fostered by that group (Times-
Herald, July 29, 1941), but no noninterven-
tionist spokesman was allowed, Director
Enudson, of the Office of Production Manage-
ment, spoke at a Fight for Freedom rally in
Madison Square Garden, New York City, on
October 5, 1841. Codirector Sidney Hillman,
of the Office of Production Management, was
scheduled to speak at a beat-Hitler rally in
New York on July 17, 1941. Civilian Defense
Administrator LaGuardia opened a “thumbs
up"” drive for the British War Relief Society
on October 14, 1941, Former Russian Ambas-
sador Davies was scheduled to speak at a Rus-
sian war relief benefit in New York on Octo-
ber 27, 1941. Mrs, Winant, wife of our Am-
bassador to Britain, has spoken at an affair
run by Bundles for Britain, and the wife of
the former Ambassador to Britain (Mrs. Bing-
ham) s now mnational secretary of that
organization.

This week's press brings the news that
George Creel, admitted propagandist for the
bloodthirsty during the World War, has
joined the so-called Fight for Freedom, Inc.
Moreover, this warmongering group which
puts the interests of Europe before the in-
terests of the United States, held a meeting
In Washington on November 5, 1941, One
speaker was our Federal Security Adminis-
trator, Paul McNutt. Another was a former
member of the British Parliament, Jennie
Lee.

Moreover, it appears that the British net-
work has reached even into the Amerlcan
Btate Department, for on February 15, 1940,
in a dispatch from London, the Times said:

“Britain’s answer to the United States
protest against the seizure of any German
exports is expected to be sent soon. The
answer has been drawn up for weeks but
since the uproar about the British examina-
tion of United States malls, the Foreign
Office has been cabling all drafts of answers
to Lord Lothian. Lord Lothian then goes
to the State Department to see what the

- world"
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officials think of the reply and cables back
suggested alterations.”

The American Minister to Canada, James
H. R. Cromwell, millionaire playboy and
former husband of Doris Duke, the “world's
richest girl,” was so overcome by his love
for the British Empire that in a speech in
Toronto, Canada, on March 19, 1940, he took
it upon himself to spread the defeatist
propaganda that “the life, the liberty, the
livelihood, and the very safety” of citizens
of the United States “may be dependent upon
the outcome of this present war." There
are many more, but let these suffice.

And, of course, the spirits of the World War
returned to the scene of their greatest tri-
umph in an effort to repeat that triumph.
Let a few examples indicate that.

On September 2, 1939, the day before the
European war began, Frederick T. Birchall
cabled from London that Britaln and France
“are on the threshold of war.,” Whereupon,
on the same day, the day before the war
began, William McAdoo, Woodrow Wilson's
Becretary of the Treasury, declared that the
United States would enter the war because “I
do not believe this country can or will with-
draw from the seas in an attempt to isolate
itself from the rest of the world.” (War Prop-
aganda and the United States, Lavine and
Wechsler, pp. 39, 40.)

During September 1939 the interventionist
newspaper column, Washington Merry-Go-
Round, which frequently reflects administra-
tion viewpoints, stated that State Department
sources feared that the Allles were doomed
unless Americans were in the trenches by
Christmas. (Lavine and Wechsler, pp. 44.)

Some say that in the last few weeks the
administration has been seeking incldents
with which to inflame the American people.
A more truthful way of stating the situation
would be to say that the administration is
becoming more outspoken about its desire for
incidents. For as long ago as September 7,
1939, the New York Times, in an “it 1s
learned on high authority” story, attributed
to President Roosevelt the prophecy that
Americans “will soon realize that they have
a direct and tangible stake in the outcome,”
and that “incidents” (like the sinking of the
Athenia) “would soon bring America's reac-
tion to the boiling point. (Lavine and Wechs-
ler, p. 44.)

Unable to forget the fat British contracts
which his firm executed in the World War,
Thomas W. Lamont, member of the house of
J. P. Morgan, announced on November 15,
1940, that Britain's sea power and France's
“wonderful army, magnificently equipped and
led, and backed by the calm determination
of the whole French people, so clear to the
would bring victory. (New York
Times.) Apparently Mr. Lamont's reverence
for Allied contracts made him overenthusi-
astic about the possibilities of the French
Army.

THE PRESS

What of the propaganda directed to-
ward the American press? The British un-
questionably recall the vital part the Ameri-
can press played in selling the idea of Ameri~
can entry into the World War, And, logically,
they seek to repeat.

Even the interventionist New York Times
has admitted (September 7, 1841) that “at
the beginning of the European war the Brit-
ish had a very small 'information’ service in
this country.” They had one press officer and
an assistant attached to the Embassy here,
and a staff of 15 at the British Library of In-
formation. With each successive change at
the head of the Ministry of Information and
each successive debate in the House of Com-
mons (all of which have stressed the in-
efficlency of British propaganda in the United
States) new personnel have been added to
the staff. “Consequently,” continues the New
York Times, “there are now 189 persons under
8ir Gerald Campbell, who is the head of the
British information service in this country.
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Of these 189, ninety-nine are employed by the
British Press Service, which has offices In
Rockefeller Center and in Washington;
seventy-four are attached to the British Li-
brary of Information in New York and six-
teen represent Sir Gerald in New York and
in Washington.”

We ought to stop right here, and consider
the danger. Already, some effect can be noted,
although much of the press has remained
true to the interests of America. The danger
is repetition of the World War campaign.

That the British were justly appreciative
of the Anglophiles who control some sections
of the press of the United States was recog-
nized in this chamber by Senator Works in
a speech on March 4, 1917. He sald:

“Mr. President, the newspapers of thls
country are largely responsible for the con-
dition in which we find oursélves today, and
if we shall go to war with Germany the blood
of the young men of this country who will
be called upon to defend its rights will be on
their hands. The Senator who undertakes to
do just what I am doing here now in the per-
formance of what I conceive to be my duty as
a United States Senator is denounced and tra-
duced by those newspapers for performing
that duty. These attacks on him go out all
over the country. The columns of these
newspapers are filled day after day with mis-
representations, false accounts, insinuating
articles that inflame and excite the public
mind and arouse the prejudices and the anger
and the hate of the American people against
Germany. BSome people have asserted that
they are subsidized by the British Govern-
ment, but that is not necessary. They are
subsidized here at home. Those of them
that are not subsidized or bought by selfish
interests are themselves willing voluntarily
to embroil this Government in a war with
Germany in their own Interests. Great
Britain appreciates this, Mr. President. The
English people like that sort of thing. They
know very well that they have allies upon
American soil. They know that there are
thousands of American citizens today who
are anxious to have this Nation go to war
with Germany, not for the purpose of pro-
tecting American lives, but to aid Great
Britain.

“I have here just a brief extract from the
London Daily Chronicle that shows some-
thing of the appreciation of the people over
in England, and I will ask that it may be
read by the Secretary.”

The PreEsipiNG OFFICER. Without objection
it will be read.

“The Secretary read as follows: ‘The debt
that England owes the newspaper world of
America cannot be estimated. The editors
of the best journals have been fearless and
very shrewd champions of the allies’ cause,
It is these editors who have made the Ger-
man monster a reality to the American
people, and this quietly and with most dead-
ly logic. We have no better allies in America
than the editors of the great papers.’"—
(ConcrEssioNAL Recorp, Vol, LIV, Part B,
March 4, 1917, p. 4997.)

Furthermore, Capt. Alex Stratford Cum-

-Reid told the British House of
Commons on September 11 that British
propaganda in the United States should be
intensified in order to combat Isolationism.
“The America First Committee,” he said, “last
month increased Its membership {from
10,450,000 to something just over 15,000,000.
Even for a country with a population as large
as that of America, the organization is ex-
tremely large., Using all means at our dis-
posal, we should spend much more money
and energy in concentrating on the enlight-
enment of the American people. By so
doing,” he said, “we should be forestalling
dangerous isolationist propaganda and help-
ing the best friend this country ever had—
Roosevelt.”

Has there been a back-stage gulding hand
this time? There most assuredly has been
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and is. We may not know for years who it
is, but we can hazard a guess from World
‘War and recent developments.

In the introduction to Capt. Sldney Roger-
son's Propaganda In the Next War, written in
1938, the well-known British military author-
ity Captain Liddell-Hart, writes: “Large as the
part played by propaganda in the war of
1914-18, there is every indication that it will
fill a still bigger role in any future great war.”
Then, of course, the author himself proceeds
to tell what the English believe must be done
to bring America Into the next war; and, as
I have already shown, the basis of that action
is, as Captain Rogerson phrases it: “The next
war will be billed as a fight between democ-
racy and dictatorship. * * * We shall
almost certainly represent the struggle in the
propaganda we shall be compelled to do
toward France, the United States of America,
and our own Empire as democracy and free-
dom versus dictatorship and persecution.”

There you are told unequivocally that you
are going to be propagandized into Britain's
next war—and on what basis you are to be
propagandized—and the pattern has been
followed exactly.

Now, in prognosticating the coming war,
Maj. Gen. J. F. C. Fuller, holder of many
orders and author of many books, in Toward
Armageddon (Lovat Dickson, London, 1937),
wrote that it would start with what he called
“'g blue lle.) Buch lies * * * consist
in suppressing that part of the truth which
favors an opponent.”

“All art,” sald Michelangelo, “is the expur-
gatlon of the superfluous.” Feed the people
on expurgated, selected information if you
would lead them Into war.

The greatest of arts is that of influencing
people, even to making them give you their
money and/or their lives. To do this the
first time was not so difficult; but to do it
agaln, just a generation later, is Bome
achlevement. It requires a great directing
brain, a great artist.

There are those who think that the great
change in the attitude of the President and
the people over the past year and a half has
been due to events. There have been events,
but not full comprehension of them or un-
derstanding of their backgrounds. It is the
way these events have been presented to us
that has produced the change in our views,
in our emotions.

We are unconscious or unsuspicious of any
force at work to stir us up Into a state of
hysteria, even though we know that Great
Britain's need for our resources is greater
now than then. But that we have been so
worked up no one can deny.

The whole story of how this has been ac-
complished will be known, as in the last war,
only when the participants write their
memoirs, and their records are open to public
gaze. But we do know that there is evidence
of design, that a great artist has been at
work, creating a picture which the American
people and their administration have ac-
cepted.

Who is the great artist? Sir Robert Van-
sittart, the unknown, the mysterious, is the
symbol if not the chief who coordinates all
the propaganda services of the Foreign Office
and the intelligence services, Like a magi-
cian he has kept Americans’ attention fixed
on unimportant things while he was putting
over his trick. His art has been to get us
aroused emotionally. Are we? Is his art a
success?

H. G. Wells, who has had experience with
the personnel of Ministries of Information,
1. his New World Order writes:

“One of the more unpleasant aspects of a
state of war under modern conditions is the
appearance of a swarm of individuals, too
clever by half, in positions of authority, ex-
cited, concelted, prepared to le, distort, and
generally humbug people into states of ac-
quiescence, resistance, indignation, vindiec-
tiveness, doubt, and mental confusion, states
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of mind supposed to be conducive to a final
military victory. These people live to twist
and censor facts. It gives them a feeling of
power.”

This Ministry of Information, set up since
the war broke, has had successive heads, pro-
vided jobs for the deserving, and rumbled as
clumsily as German propaganda, serving to
distract attention from the smoothly work-
ing machine behind the scenes which, under
the direction of Sir Robert Vansittart, has so
changed American opinion in a couple of
years.

The long-time foreign editor of the New
York Times, the late Eugene C. Young, tells
in his Looking Behind the Censorship of a
reconnaissance he made of the Times morgue
in search of dosslers on Britain's statesmen.
Fat envelopes of press clippings were devoted
to the speeches and doings of such persons
as Baldwin, Simon, Hoare, Eden.

“Then I turned to look at the clippings
dealing with another powerful figure in Brit-
ish international affairs. There was a single
envelope, not filled, contalning bare details
of his career and activities. There were no
speeches, no interviews, no exploitation of
him. Yet I knew this person, in the time
under review, had been the real stabilizing
power in the London Foreign Office, the cne
who always had to be consulted when great
decisions were to be taken. * * * Bir
Robert Vansittart is the unnoticed man.”

After Chamberlain came in as Prime Min-
ister, in 1937, even less was heard or known
about the unnoticed Permanent Under Secre-
tary of the Foreign Office, Sir Robert Vansit-
tart, until a loud commotion was raised over
the report that he was the author of the
Hoare-Laval plot for the partition of
Abyssinia.

Then it was given out that Vansittart had
retired, that he had been shelved by Cham-
berlain who himself would take an intimate
interest in forelgn affairs, because his for-
elgn secretary, Lord Halifax, according to the
December 1938 issue of Fortune, “has little
flair for consecutive thought about English
balance-of-power history or the ethics of
treaty making, * * *. Critics have joked
about Lord Halifax's ignorance of Central
Europe.”

The first knowledge that came to us here
in America in regard to his new activities
whatever they might be came through News=
week, November 28, 1938. This said: “There's
a reason why Sir Robert Vansittart has rarely
been heard from since his eclipse in the
British Foreign Office. The fact is that he is
busy handling one of the nation’s most deli-
cate problems—how to combat Nazi and
Fascist propaganda abroad.”

At the same time, one of those who con-
tributed to the article in Fortune, December
1938, on Great Britain's Europe, put it that
Chamberlain “politely kicked Sir Robert Van-
sittart into an upstairs job;" an upstairs and
backstage job of directing the British foreign
propaganda service.

The result of Vansittart's improved tech-
nique and coordinated propaganda services
has been most marked in America, as was
planned. With enormous stakes to win or
lose, ample funds were provided. His organ-
ization has functioned so smoothly that it
has remained undetected, unsuspected by
those in America most affected. In Eng-
land few know anything about it, as they
knew very little about Wellington House.
The result is the great change in attitude of
the President in several years from the time
when he assured us that we would never
again go after the “fool's gold” of war profits,
to his present dictatorial zeal to enthrone
liberty everywhere, for religion and morality
and his devout belief that these are depend-
ent on the British Empire.

Our leaders of thought have brought the
people, just as 25 years ago, from the mever
again of yesterday to today's inevitability
of war, if not over there now, over here
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later; and to the attitude that we must give
everything to help Britain and to defeat the
Axis Powers, This is regarded as due to
events, but, of course, it is due to the way the
news of the events came to us, and the ex-
purgation and suppression of items that
would have been counterbalanced.

The result is that now we are in an emo-
tional state in which we believe that right is
all on one side, all evil on the other; that
religion, morality, and ecivilization are fos-
tered only by one side and destroyed by the
other. Again we are almost at the point
where we may sacrifice everything in the
idealistic belief that we can do no other. We
must give our-utmost to put down evil.

It is the fruition and flowering of the
thought expressed by the late Frank H,
Simonds in his article, John Buil’s Holy War,
published in the Saturday Evening Post of
December 21, 1935:

“Once the principle of the criminal nation
is established, once the moral duty of the
United States to share in the restraint of a
‘guilty people' is accepted by the American
people, then it must be clear that Uncle Sam
i3 in a fair way, not, as in 1917, to be taken
for a ride in Europe alone, but to be pre=
sented with a commutation ticket for travel
in three continents.”

Sir Robert Vansittart, hard-bitten, cynical,
may well sit back complacently and smile as
he contemplates American hysteria rising as
in 1917 and say to himself, “I planned it that
way."”

And the conclusion, and moral, if any, is
found in these final words of Peterson: “To
some the history of the ‘neutrality’ period
demonstrates that the United States cannot
keep out of war. But the facts do not bear
out any such contention. What it does prave
is that it is impossible to be unneutral and
keep out of war.”

Mr. ANDREWS cbtained the floor.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me, in order that I may
suggest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. ANDREWS. 1 prefer not to yield
for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida declines to yield for
that purpose.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr, President, it is
my purpose to detain the Senate for only
a few minutes; in fact, it seems to me
that the essential issues involved in the
joint resolution and proposed amend-
ments have been so ably presented on
both sides that I could not be justified in
speaking at all, except that I feel I would
be remiss in my duties should I not leave
upon the record of the Senate some of
the reasons which have impelled me to
the conclusion that we are taking the
proper step for the best interest of our
own country in voting for the repeal of
sections 2, 3, and 6 of the so-called
Neutrality Act, and particularly section 6,
which would allew our ships to arm in
self-defense.

I have profound respect for dis-
tinguished Senators who have spoken for
the opposition. It will be a sad day in
our history when all of us believe alike
on this or any other momentous question
involving our national policy. Exercis-
ing our right to free discussion on this
floor, we have again shown to the world
the American way. It is the cnly way for
free men.

For many years I have occupied im-
portant public positions in the executive,
judicial, and legislative branches of our
Government. The greater my ex-
perience the more firmly have I become
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convinced that in rapidly changing
world conditions no public servant
should ever pledge what he will do be-
fore he knows the facts and what he
may have to face. He can never know
what may happen. Tomorrow’s events
may be entirely different from anything
heretofore experienced.

We should be big enough and con-
servative enough and liberal enough to
tell the world that we will meet con-
ditions as they arise and will be gov-
erned entirely by past experience and
the exigencies of the situation, and
thersupon act to the best of our ability
to safeguard the rights with which we
have been entrusted.

Mr. President, I am opposed to send-
ing another A. E. F. to Europe. In fact
that question is not here involved. I
am likewise opposed to shackling our-
selves by retaining upon our statutes
a law which recent experience has
shown will imperil our chances of ade-
quate protection for our sailors and sea-
men so long as we have to meet Hitler,
who knows no law of the sea and re-

. spects no obligation or treaty.

The nations now waging the fight
against aggression have plenty of men.
They have under their control nearly
half the population of the earth. What
they need most is what we are furnish-
ing—implements of war. This is a
mechanized war. In the wars of today
and the future it will be not only the
quantity but the quality of the trained
soldiers in mechanized warfare that will
win battles. We are now fully stressing
that policy, and are pressing our in-
dustries for the manufacture of imple-
ments of war to their fullest capacity.
We therefore may be instrumental
again in saving the world from dom-
ination by dictators.

The main issue in the Presidential
campaign in 1920 was whether the
United States should join the League of
Nations, along with the signing of the
Versailles Treaty.

President Woodrow Wilson warned
the people of the United States at that
time that we might expect another
world war within a generation. That
prophecy has come to pass.

When Wilson’s successor, President
Harding, took office on March 4, 1921,
that issue had been settled, to remain
settled for at least two decades, and thus
in the future the people of the United
States were to adhere to a policy of pas-
sive isolationism. Washington's warn-
ings in his Farewell Address against for-
eign entanglements have been used prac-
tically as the Ten Commandments for
the isolationists’ concept on that sub-
ject. They still seem to adhere to tha
policy that America should never again
assume any further responsibility toward
other self-governing nations outside the
Western Hemisphere, whether democra-
cies or not.

Woodrow Wilson was crucified in the
cause of world peace on a cross of politi-
cal expediency, and it has taken over 20
years for the world to understand. We
did not sign the Treaty of Versailles, or
enter the League of Nations. Many
statesmen today feel that President Wil-
son’s “lost cause” has resulted in the
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second great World War within one gen-
eration.

The policy of isolationism likewise
blocked the efforts of all subsequent
Presidents to have the United States
join the World Court. That policy is
now working in full force against Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt.

All our Presidents, since Wilson, have
recommended and supported the view
that America should do her part in main-
taining a World Court and participate

-in its operation, not merely as a guest,

but as a member with full authority to
act. It could be a “world court of under-
standing” with full powers to enforce its
decrees. That day will come.

We have learned in the last decads
that even one nation can secretly build
up a military force that may imperil
every free nation on three continents.

In the summer of 1919 it was not pos-
sible, and practically since that time it
has not been possible for the President,
whether Democrat or Republican, to
conduet our foreign relations in the or-
derly way. A minority in the Senate,
taking advantage of the rule which per-
mits unlimited debate, has for over two
decades exercised the veto on every
President and on the majorities in Con-
gress. The effect of this veto has been
to compel every administration to in-
herit the foreign policy and the plan of
defense and military preparedness advo-
cated by the minority.

The name of this foreign policy is iso-
Iationism, and the strategical plan of this
policy is that of the passive defensive,
even when faced with another world con-
flagration against democracy. No Presi-
dent, except possibly Harding, has ever
been an isolationist while in office, and
certainly the naval and military leaders
of our armed forces have never believed
in the strategy of the passive defensive;
yet the concepts of isolationism have pre-
vailed until now, when we face another
European conflagration. There is no
doubt that they have had the support,
until recently, of large numbers of well-
meaning though uninformed people who
were misled into thinking that peace can
be promoted by inaction, and security by
doing nothing. Thus the course we have
taken since the end of the first World
‘War has in all its essentials been dictated
by the ideology of the isolationists. They
prevailed over President Wilson and over
Secretary Hughes when he was Secretary
of State, and also over Secretary Stimson
when he was Secretary of State, and,
measured by acts rather than words,
tkey have until recently prevailed over
President Roosevelt and Secretary Hull.

It was the isolationists, and not Wil-
son, who determined the separate treaty
of peace with Germany which ended
America’s part in the World War. They
also tied the hands of Hoover when he
sought to find a solution for the world-
wide economic collapse. They conceived
and virtually wrote the Neutrality Act of
1935. They opposed the repeal of the
embargo provisions of that act in 1939.
The arms embargo feature of the act
gravely weakened France and Britain by
delaying for many months the develop-
ment of our airplane and munitions in-
dustries in this country. The isolation=
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ists have delayed every foot of the way
the development of aid to Great Britain,
and, though they have been defeated in
the argument, the program has been so
much delayed, compromised, and con-
fused that what would have been a
mighty contribution 2 years ago may now
be too late.

Thus, as the result of 20 years of isola-
tionism, the task has been most difficult
to make this country secure against the
consequences of a policy which has been
depriving us of most of our European
allies and may, if continued, deprive us
of all of them. It may leave us armed
but surrounded by an alliance of our
enemies on both oceans. For that rea-
son it must be said that our national
defense will remain more vulnerable so
long as the people do not realize and
remedy the deadly error of the strategy
to which the isolationist block has com-
mitted this country.

The passage of the so-called Neutrality
Act in 1935 and its amendment in 1937
were more the result of the ideology of
the isolationists than of any other group.
I am one of those who looked upon the
act with little enthusiasm but ultimately
voted for it. I felt that it was a noble
gesture in behalf of world peace, directed
at the other great nations of the world in
the hope that they would either do like-
wise or that its effect would somehow
deter other nations, and especially mari-
time nations, from stirring up interna-
tional trouble and becoming interna-
tional aggressors, as have Hitler in Ger-
many and Mussolini in Italy.

It is an undisputed fact that no nation
at any time within the past 20 years has
undertaken to seize or transgress upon
the soil of either Germany or Italy.
While the small independent democ-
racies of Europe, likewise the great
democracies of France, Britain, and the
United States, rested on their theoretical
policy of passive defense, the dictators of
Germany and of Italy were training all
male children, even from 8 years of age
and over, for service of aggression on
other nations.

Under the original Neutrality Acts of
1935 and 1937, neither the people of the
United States nor the Government could
ship any contraband of war to any nation
engaged in war. The result was that we
amended the act in 1939 when it became
clear that we were aiding the two ag-
gressor naticns who had secretly armed
themselves and were about to declare an
“open season” on smaller countries.
They later succeeded in crushing to earth
one after another 16 nations of con-
tented, self-governing people within the
2 years which followed.

The policy of isolationism might have
worked better in early history, wien
shipr conveying cannon and soldiers were
propelled only by the uncertain winds,
and it required anywhere from 1 to 3
months to cross the Atlantic Ocean be-
fore they could even become a threat to
the United States or the Western Hemi-
sphere. Today one of our great bombers
can take off at dawn on the coast of Eu-
rope, and land at twilight on the shores
of our own United States.

Today Germany is almost as close,
measured by days or hours of transit, to
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the United States as was New York to
Charleston at the time Washington de-
livered his Farewell Address. By Morse
telegraph, by wireless, by radio, and by
telephune, one may speak from any part
of the United States to any part of Eu-
rope. Tecday, through these modern
_nediums, every part of the world is ad-
vised as to what is taking place during
the day on every battlefield of Europe.
Swift communication between nations
has become so common and effective, and
our relations so close with other nations,
that the United S. tes can no longer dis-

-own its obligation to assist other peace-

ful nations to maintain their national
integrity. We have, after 25 years of
trial and error, reached the point where
we must take our place on the side of
the other self-governing nations of the
world, or risk an infinitely worse situa-
tion. Perhaps, after the present bloody
cataclysm of nations is over, we may
form some kind of international parlia-
ment that will have the power not only to
give orders but to enforce them.

The proposed Senate committee
amendment to the House joint resolu-
tion seeks to repeal sections 2 and 3 of
the Neutrality Act, along with section 6
as passed by the House. It is perfectly
clear to everyone that the original act
has operated to encourage the ruthless
aggressions of Nazi Germany and Fascist
Italy, and has forced us to amend this so-
called Neutrality Act more than once as
the exigencies of the situation have re-
quired.

The hour has come when we must
again amend the sections referred to so
that we can better preserve and defend
cur rights to the freedom of the seas
which we have enjoyed and maintained
as an American right for over 150 years.
The high seas are not ours, but the in-
herent right to use the high seas is ever-
lastingly ours, and we shall maintain
that right at all costs. The adoption of
this resolution will remove the shackles
from our own hands, and we can assume
our responsibility to render aid as we see
fit to those decent, democratic, liberty-
loving nations of Eurepe that have not
been able to stem the tide of interna-
tional vandalism and piracy led by Hit-
ler and Mussolini.

In analyzing the three provisions of
the act involved in this joint resolution,
and my reasons why I think they will not
work today and, therefore, should be re-
pealed. we note:

First. That section 2 makes it unlaw-
ful for any American vessel to carry any
passengers or any articles or materials
to any nation proclaimed by the Presi-
dent to be at war. This is an absolute
abandonment of the long-established
right of the United States to the freedom
of the seas. Other neufrals have not so
shackled themselves. They continue to
enjoy the right to trade freely with all
neutrals and belligerents in time of war
as well as in time of peace, subject only
to the exercise of blockade and seizure
by belligerents in case the ship seized
bears contrabands.

Second. Under section 3 the President
is authorized to define combat areas, and
by proclamation make it unlawful for
any United States vessels to proceed in-
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to those areas. The theory and purpose
are most commendable. However, we
find that Hitler defines combat zones
which overlap our combat areas and
cover the high seas, and the Germans
thus sink our merchantmen and torpedo
our warships down in the South Atlantic
in areas not defined by the President or
by Hitler as combat areas. We thus see
how futile the situation has become. It
is unbecoming a self-respecting great
Nation further to adhere to a policy that
imperils our very freedom and encour-
ages at least two aggressor nations, who
have sworn our destruction, to take ad-
vantage of our generosity.

Third. Section 6, proposed to be re-
pealed by this joint resolution, forbids
arming our merchant vessels. The Robin
Moor was unarmed; so were the I. C.
White and the Sieel Seafarer and the
Charles Prait; also, the Pink Star, the
Sessa, and the Moniana were unarmed.
Had they had guns on these ships, they
would have at least enabled their crews
to defend themselves in the American
way against submarines and planes. The
opponents of this measure would pre-
vent our sailors from arming themselves
in self-defense against an aggressor who
has threatened their destruction on
sight anywhere on the high seas.

Another most potent and obvious rea-
son why we should repeal sections 2, 3,
and 6 is that those sections, as now
worded, are in conflict with the policy
and purpose of the Lease-Lend Act, to
which America, through our constituted
authority is now committed and upon
which mainly depend our practical
measures of aid for our own defense.

The opponents would try to lead us to
continue a hopeless policy which they
claim is the best means of safeguarding
the peace of the world and our institu-
tions. Their appeal has the same plausi-
ble ring as the war ery of the well-known
reactionary forces of France,

The Neutrality Act is one of the most
humiliating pieces of legislation ever
enacted by the representatives of the
American people. Not only deces it ab-
rogate the principle of the freedom of
the seas—a principle without which a
liberal political economy cannot endure—
but it deprives the American people of
the dignity that comes from facing the
truth. By hiding the real issues behind
a symptom the Neutrality Act treats the
American people as Hitler treats the Ger-
man people—as a people incapable of
reaching decisions on the merits of their
case when and wherever it arises. It
is thus a step away from democracy.
It is a surrender of a sacred self-govern-
ing principle.

Freedom is not, and never has been,
an easy thing to acquire. It is not, and
never has been, an easy thing to hold.
The basis of freedom is the most difficult
doctrine in the world—the doctrine of
the interdependence of human beings.
Spiritually we inherit that doctrine from
the teachings of Christ. Politically we
inherit it from those who framed and
adopted our Constitution. We must
carry it on. We must, if we want free-
dom, extend it to new concepts and
human aspiration where we have not
heretofore chosen to go.
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Today the American vanguard of total-
itarianism, composed of the bunds, Nazis,
Fascists, and Communists, and perhaps
sometimes of those taking advantage of
well-conceived American-organized soci-
eties, has already raised the cry that our
President has used subterfuge to deceive
the American people.

Let me impress upon the Senate at
this trying hour that last November the
people of the United States, exercising
their right of suffrage, went to the polls
and chose Franklin D. Roosevelt Presi-
dent of the United States. He was
chosen President of the United States in
the way and in the manner provided for
in our fundamental law—the Constitu-
tion. The people decided in that elec-
tion who should direct the destinies of

- this Nation through the emergency which
they knew had to come, and has come,

Through our constituted authority, the
President appointed and the Senate con-
firmed cur great Secretary of State, whose
duty it is, through the thousands of con-
fidential offices established throughout
the civilized world, to inform the Presi-
dent and keep him informed at all hours
and at all times as to precisely what our
relations are and should be with other
nations of the world.

We did not choose Charles Lindbergh

“nor any of his satellites, nor any group
or association, to direct our foreign pol-
icies. One of the most pitiful displays
of conceit perhaps that has ever been
witnessed in this country is the effort
of our national hero of aviation to try
to direct the President and the Congress
of the United States as to what they
should do. He criticizes the President
and Congress as though he himself were
America’s last, greatest, and best hope.
He indicates that he feels that he has
been endowed to direct the constituted
authority of the people of the United
States. The President and our great
Secretary of State will direct our foreign
policy for this Nation through the present
dilemma in the American way, and not
through any self-constituted medium who
may feel he is the savior of our liberties.

Mr. President, much has been said
about alleged broken Presidential prom-
ises in debating this resolution and prac-
tically every other :neasure coming before
this body which might have some bear-
ing, directly or indirectly, on the present
state of emergency. In recent years we
have learned that no nation can rely upon
the written treaties of dictators who
boldly violate them at will. This neces-
sarily forces us to watch carefully the

- ever-changing international situation, so
that we shall not find ourselves clinging
to outmoded policies which may seriously
menace our security.

Conditions change in this rapidly mov-
ing world, and we must prepare ourselves
for each threat or fall by the wayside.
President Roosevelt should be heartily
commended instead of condemned for the
realistic point of view he has taken in this
time of danger.

There can be no reasonable doubt that
everything the President has done has
contributed to the strengthening of our
national defense, Nor can it reasonably
be doubted that he must continue to take
defensive, or even offensive-defensive,
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steps in the future. That these measures
may result in war cannot be denied. But
the same thing would be true—and prob-
ably more so—of a do-nothing policy on
his part.

It should be recognized that the Presi-
dent, 'y force of circumstances beyond
his control, is cbliged to deal with a fluid
and highly dangerous international situ-
ation. For 2 years he has kept this coun-
try out of war, and to accuse him of de-
liberately seeking to involve the United
States in war is not only patently false
but exceedingly harmful from a domestic

standpoint. In the interests of national

security, the President’s critics, who have
s0 often changed their own position,
would do well tc abandon their efforts to
indict him at every supposed opportunity
on the basis of statements made a year
ago, and to collaborate with him in trying
t¢ guard against the threat of hostilities
arising out of the turbulent world situa-
tion as it exists today.

In spite of what has been said to the
contrary, most of the people of this great
Nation heartily endorse and stand by the
President they overwhelmingly reelected
last year.

The Gallup polls are very informative
on this point. On July 19 this poll asked
for an answer to the question:

Bo far as you are personally concerned, do
you think President Roosevelt has gone too
far in his policies of helping Britain or not
far enough?

Persons listed in Who’s Who voted as
follows:

Percent
Too far 16
About right 53
Not far enough 31

Add 31 and 53 together, and we have
84 percent that either endorse the Presi-
dent or say he ought to have gone further.

The names were taken from Who's
Who, comprising persons who are sup-
posed to be better informed on the condi-
tions of the world, or their names never
would have been placed in Who’s Who,
They are the leading men of the country.
The general public voted as follows:

That the President has gone too far,
23 percent. 3

About right, 55 percent.

Not far enough, 22 percent. Add 22
percent to 55 percent, and we have T7
percent who either endorse the present
policy of the President or think he should
have gone further.

Mr. President, a small but loud mi-
nority continue to shout that the people
are not behind the President. The facts,
however, indicate the contrary.

The October 16 Gallup poll, taken from
the entire Nation in answer to the ques-
tion “In general, do you approve or dis-
approve of President Roosevelt's foreign
policy?” gave the following:

Percent
Approve 6
Disapprove 24

In Wednesday’s Washington Post the
Gallup poll of November 4 appears. The
question asked in this poll was:

Should the Neutrality Act be changed to
permit American merchant ships to be armed?

The mid-October poll was 75 percent
saying “Yes”; whereas the poll of No-
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vember 4 gave 81 percent stating “Yes,”
that the Neutrality Act should be changed
to permit American merchant ships to
be armed.

These unbiased and unpolitical scien-
tific polls clearly show that the majority
of the people of the United States are
in favor of our President’s actions as re-
gards foreign policy and fully support
the recommendations of the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

The isolationists who are storming the
counfry teday seem surprised and em-
barrassed by the fact that they attract
to their meetings and their cause many
of the obvicus enemies of American de-
mocracy, including Nazi organizations.
The reason is not far to seek. The rea-
son is that the isolationists are construct-
ing a builaing like unto a house. The
beams and the rafters, the mortises and
the siding, all fit. The concept of the
isolationist has prevented us from open-
ing up a new field of encouragement to
small self-governing nations. It has in-
duced a spiritual bankruptey. Ithasun-
dermined our dignity as individuals and
our faith in democratic argument. It
has permitted—and encouraged—the
collapse of international democracy. It
has propounded and developed the theory
of economic self-sufficiency, which is the
real economic foundation of totalitarian-
ism everywhere. And now, in the great-
est emergency that democracy has faced
in modern times, it has encouraged dis-
graceful criticisms which aid in spread-
ing propaganda that the President of the
United States is deceiving us and is not
to be trusted.

All those things fit together. There
can no longer be any doubt concerning
the nature of the edifice which that brand
of material will build. Men cannot build
good things out of evil things. This ig
not the house of freedom. It is the house
of slavery.

Many of those who oppose the pend-
ing resolution likewise opposed the 1939
amendment to the so-called Neutrality
Act, and also opposed the Lease-Lend
Act of last March and recent amend-
ments thereto. Some of the same oppo-
sition favor our intervening in behalf of
a so-called negotiated peace. What
could we expect in the light of what we
know about Hitler?

Hitler had a negotiated nonagegression
peace pact with each of the 15 nations
of Europe whose people he has since
subjugated. He also had a negotiated
nonaggression peace pact with Russia,
and it lasted only so long as it served
Hitler's purpose. Hitler turned on Rus-
sia without warning, with the whole force
of the German Army.

Hitler himself has boasted that it is
only the weak who adhere to treaties;
that when any treaty fails to serve his
purpose, he would break it as he sees fit.

Some are in favor of a negotiated peace
at the present time. A negotiated peace
with whom? Not even a moron could,
with propriety, enter into a peace nego-
tiation with Adolf Hitler.

When the Senate of the United States
rejected the Treaty of Versailles and tha
League of Nations, we lost our besé
chance to place our power and influence
in a cause which many feel would have
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prevented this second World War, In-
stead, we laid the foundation for our
policy of isolationism which was followed
through succeeding administrations.
We refused to join the World Court. We
even entered into a separate treaty with
Germany which placed us in a most re-
grettable position with our comrade na-
tions with whom we had fought for the
preservation of democcracy.

We all know that the League of Na-
tions was the brain-child of Woodrow
Wilson. He made it the predominant
effort of his life. Af that treaty table
our representative, Wocdrow Wilson,
asked for no territory and no indemni-
ties. His was the only white unselfish
hand laid on the treaty table at Ver-
seilles, It was the greatest gesture ever
made to the world by America. As the
apostle of all free people, Wilson formu-
lated and caused to be scattered from
the air over Europe the 14 points for
peace as an inducement to end that
useless, bloody struggle. This was done
prior to the armistice. It was repudiated
at the treaty table and by the Senate of
the United States.

We are again witnessing, in our efforts
to further amend the neutrality law, the
same opposition which, measured by
practicable results, only aids Hitler and
Mussolini and operates against the
democracies of Europe. The fact is, the
original so-called Neutrality Act has
never been anything but an un-Neu-
trality Act. If is un-neutral for any na-
tion to refuse to sell or export geods to
any other nation, whether that nation
is at war or not at war with another
nation. It becomes an embargo which
has always given rise to strained con-
ditions between nations whenever re-
sorted to. When we amended that act in
1939 to permit the exporting of all classes
of commerce to any nation, whether de-
fending itself against Nazi and Fascist
aggression or not, we found it was too
late for most of the small nations of
Europe. But we tried to make amends
for aiding Hitler with our Neutrality Act
by repealing the embargo provision and
by passage of the Lend-Lease Act which
would together permit the United States
to become not only the arsenal of democ-~
racy but allow the lending, leasing, and
exporting of the instruments of war to
self-governing nations with which to de-
fend themselves.

The most amazing argument that one
can imagine is that which undertakes to
convince the American people that to
avoid war we must retain the so-called
Neutrality Act. The adoption of the
pending resolution would not mean war.
It would not bring us nearer to war. It
would restore us to the status we formerly
enjoyed under international law and the
law of the seas.

The Neutrality Act is an act of self-
abnegation; it is self-imposed and its pro-
visions forged the shackles which have
bound only our own hands. If binds no
other nation on earth, save our own., If
binds us to a pitiful policy which pro-
hibits our own people, whether in time of
war or in time of peace, using the high
seas to exchange our commerce with other
free nations on an equsl basis. It pro-
hibits us carrying on other necessary in-
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ternational intercourse in a way and
manner that has been the custom for over
150 years.

The Neutrality Act is very much like
what our lawbooks term a ‘“‘unilateral
contract” or, more properly termed, a
unilateral law; a law binding no one ex-
cept ourselves. Our adherence to it pro-
hibits our use of the high seas in the way
we have been accustomed to use them.
If we should repeal the whole act, instead
of sections 2, 3, and 6, as proposed by the
amendment to the resolution, it would
merely mean that we would be returning
to the international law of the sea and
would occupy the same status with all the
other nations of the world, which we oc-
(I:Egéed before the act was first passed in

The mighty Nazi and Fascist aggres-
sors now devastating Europe were and
are highly pleased with our Neutrality
Act. They should be. It fitted admira-
bly into their scheme of conguest. Those
nations would be highly pleased if the
opponents should be successful in defeat-
ing the pending repeal measure on the
floor of the Senate. It would make large
first-page headlines in the German and
Italian papers. The attacks on the reso-
lution are highly pleasing to the aggressor
nations who have foresworn our destruc-
tion and the democratic way of life,

Mr. President, the only issue in voting
on this resolution is whether we shall re-
turn to the law of the sea and our free
intercourse among nations, which we en-
Joyed at the time the act of 1935 was
passed. No one can seriously argue that
we would be violating any obligation to
any other nation on earth if we should
repeal the whole act. We certainly
would not be any nearer war than we are
today.

If we had not amended the Neutrality
Act in 1931 to allow arms and munitions
to be exported from the United States,
there can be scarcely a doubt that the
British Isles wouid have been invaded and
perhaps occupied by Nazi Germany before
the close of 1940,

So we must conclude that if the pend-
ing joint resolution is adopted there will
be an additional good reason for saying
that it will not be necessary for America
to send any expeditionary force to Europe.
In fact, such a force could not be sent
without a declaration of war by Congress,
and we pray that that hour shall never
come.

Mr, TYDINGS obtained the floor.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHANDLER in the chair). The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Adams Bunker Doxey
Alken Burton Ellender
Andrews Butler George
Austin Byrd Gerry
Bailey Capper Gillette
Ball Caraway Glass
Bankhead Chandler Green
Barbour Chavez Guffey
Barkley Clark, Idaho Gurney
Bllbo Clark, Mo, Hatch
Brewster Connally Herring
Bridges Danaher Hill
Brooks Davis Holman
Brown Downey Hughes

L
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Johnson, Calif. Murray Taft
Johnson, Colo. Norris Thomas, Idaho
Kilgore Nye Thomas, Okla.
La Follette O'Daniel Thomas, Utah
Langer O'Mahoney Tobey
Lee Overton Truman
Lodge Pepper Tunnell
Lucas Radcliffe Tydings
McCarran Rosler Vandenberg
McFarland Russell Van Nuys
McEellar Schwarts Wallgren
McNary Shipstead Walsh
Maloney Smathers Wheeler
Maybank Smith ‘White
Mead Spencer Wiley
Murdock Btewart Willis

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety
Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, if the
United States is to go to war then the
Congress, as provided in the Constitu-
tion, should make a formal declaration
of war against the enemies of the United
States. There is no such thing as a half-
way war, as keeping out of war and get-
ting into war at one and the same time.

The complete repeal of the Neutrality
Act means that the United States will at
once engage in three modes of warfare—
on the sea, under the sea, and in the air.
There is only one other way, which is on
the land. Those who vote for the repeal
of the Neutrality Act will, in my judg-
ment, have voted to put the United
States into the war in all four ways.
This will have been accomplished with-
out a declaration of war on the part of
Congress. Indeed, some of the propo-
nents of the neutrality repeal have even
gone so far as to say it is the only way of
keeping the United States out of war.
Such weasel words, such hypocrisy, are
not worthy of consideration. The repeal
of the Neutrality Act will in effect accom-
plish the same result as a declaration of
war by Congress. The repeal of the
Neutrality Act will put the United States
informally in the war against Germany
and Italy, and possibly against Japan.

Anyone who votes for complete repeal
and who is not in favor of war by this
country against Germany, Italy, and
possibly Japan, is so devoid, in my judg-
ment, of mental processes as to be a fit
subject for a lunatic asylum. He would -
be guilty of unadulterated hypocrisy.
Such an equivecation will give less moral
support and stimulus to those by whose
side we will then be fighting, or those
who sympathize with our side, than a
declaration of war would give them.
Thus we perform all the tasks incident
to war, without achieving the full effect
of our action.

Conversely, we will lose the effect upon
the Axis Powers of notifying their peo-
ples that we have cast our lot against
them, that a mighty nation has entered
the lists which will fight to the bitter end
to accomplish their defeat.

Thus, while actually voting for war, we
do not give our Allies the forthright sup-
port, nor deliver the crushing effect
against the enemy which a declaration of
war would have.

In other words, both at home and
abroad, the peoples are deceived. The
greatest nation on the face of the earth
in its international relations chooses a
dishonest, pusillanimous, cowardly, and
craven attitude which does not help our
friends nor hurt our enemies to tha
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extent that honesty would. This whole
proposition is conceived in deceit, born in
intrigue, and reared in camoufiage.

If the safety of the United States and
the preservation of our institutions and
our American way of life depend upon
the survival of the Russians, English, and
Chinese, and the crushing of Hitler, then
in God's name let us take our stand
boldly, openly, and fully, and thus make
overwhelmingly certain that our side
wins and that our institutions and our
way of life are safe.

If, on the contrary, our institutions
and our American way of life can survive
without our engaging in hostilities, then
let us not engage in them. Our present
course is neither fish nor fowl; it is the
usual politically expedient, hit-and-run
action of a second-rate, fourth-class,
“yes-but” Government.

Primarily, I did not rise to discuss that
point, although it is of vital importance.
I rose primarily for another purpose. If
we are going into this war—and it seems
from the President’s actions that we have
already gotten into it, illegally and un-
officially—then I want to remind the
Congress of the words of David Lloyd
George in the British Parliament. It
was he who, after the fall of France and
the English evacuation of Dunkirk,
summed up the whole debacle with the
words, “too little and too late.”

If we are going into this war, and do
not take to heart the example of Eng-
land and France, it may lead to catas-
trophe. If we are going into this war, we
must, over and above every other thing,
keep faith, be completely loyal, and
give unstinted support to the sailors and
soldiers. We must give to them the last
full measure of our devotion—weapons,
powder, guns, tanks, planes, shells, bul-
lets, ships, taxes—every kind of sacri-
fice in everything we can do. No stone
must be left unturned, no effort wasted,
no support withheld from those who
wear our uniform on the foreign waters
of the ocean or on foreign soil. The
men in uniform must have the best
chance to survive, the best chaace to de-
fend their lives, and the best chance for
victory which the most powerful Nation
on earth can give them.

If we in the Congress vote to put this
country into a war, without giving to the
men in uniform who are going to risk

their lives, who are going to do the dy-.

ing, our wholehearted and honest sup-
port in every way, then the biggest
lynching party that ever descended on a
capital should string our carcasses as
ornaments on the telegraph poles of
‘Washington.

If we are going into this war, there
are seven things that are indispensable
to fighting it successfully and ending it
quickly. Without those seven things,
we, in the book of history and before
the bar of American public opinion, will
be found guilty of having done too little
and having acted too late. These seven
things are as follows:

First. Henceforth there must be com-
plete frankness by the President, his
Cabinet, and the Congress with the
American people.

Second. Strikes must end and stay
ended during the war.
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Third. There must be a drastic in-
crease in all forms of taxation.

Fourth. Every expenditure which is
not essential to our national defense,
which can possibly be eliminated, must
be stopped.

Fifth. There must be a price ceiling on
everything—on profits, on wages, on farm
products, and all other things.

Sixth. We must immediately double
the number of training camps in this
country, for we will have need for them.

Seventh. We must immediately com-
mence to raise an additional army, so
that the total will not be less than 4,000,-
000 men, and it may possibly go as high
as five or six million men.

These are all locked up in the vote
which we are about to take. Unless we
are willing to do all seven of these things
we will not only not keep faith with our
Allies or adequately safeguard our insti-
tutions and our American way of life, but
we will break faith with those who will
make the supreme sacrifice on the ocean’s
bosom and in foreign lands.

There is no such thing as a halfway war,
particularly against the might of the
Axis Powers.

What is the situation in this Nation
as we are about to embark on this war?
First, there is a lack of candor on the
part of the President and the Cabinef
with the American people. They are
treated as if they were mere children.
Instead of frankly stating the case and
advising them of the President’s policy
and its implications, there is only de-
ception, misinformation, a withholding
of the facts and vacillating leadership
from the White House all the way down.
We are told after the battle between the
U-boats and the destroyers—first the
Greer, then the Kearny, then the Reu-
ben James—that there has been no
change in the situation. There has been
a drastic change in the situation. A
reading of the confidential reports of the
Navy Department on these three en-
counters clearly shows that the United
States, whether rightly or wrongly, was
the aggressor in all three cases, yet when
they first happened- the public was led
to believe that while our ships were pro-
ceeding innocently they were fired upon
by Axis submarines.

I do not criticize the Navy at all. It
was acting under orders from the Presi-
dent without any authorization of Con-
gress to make war upon AXis boats in
the middle of the ocean. The so-called
Neutrality Act was still on the statute
books. Neither the Constitution nor the
Congress authorized the President to
start this war. Every Senator knows
that under our Constitution Congress
has the sole and exclusive and absolule
power of declaring war. The President,
in the pure Hitlerian technique, abro-
gated to himself the complete power of
the Congress. War was declared by Ex-
ecutive fiat and not by the chosen rep-
resentatives of the people, Yet it had
the same effect as if the Congress, in both
branches, had voted unanimously for it.
If there were need for the warships of
the United States to bunt down the war-
ships of any other nation and destroy
them in battle, every man on this floor
knows that the proper course would be
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for the President to recommend to the
Congress that it authorize such action.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. I understood the Sena-=
tor to say that he has confidential in-
formation as to the facts relative to the
attacks upon three naval vessels.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct.

Mr. WALSH. I assume that the facts
are confidential.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have not disclosed
the facts, but I have read the reports,
and I am stating only what we all know.

Mr. WALSH. Let me say to the Sen-
ator that I have the facts in one instance.
A week or 10 days ago I wrote to the
Navy Department to ascertain the facts
in the second instance, and I have had
no reply.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have in my posses-
sion the facts relative to all three in-
stances.

Mr. WALSH. There may be this dif-
ference: I warned the Navy Department
that whatever reply was made, I would
feel it my duty to give it to the public. I
probably could have obtained what the
Senator has obtained as confidential in-
formation. Was the letter marked, “Pri-
vate and confidential”?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; and I would not
disclose its contents.

Mr. WALSH. My effort to obtain in-
formation which I can give to the Naval
Affairs Committee and to the public has
not been successful to date.

Mr, TYDINGS. The President did not
come before the Congress and ask for
authority to order our ships to shoot.
He snapped his fingers at this bedy, for
he has long since learned that we no
longer have a Congress of 531 repre-
sentatives, and that he may do what he
wishes, whether the power be conferred
upon him to take such action or not.
Now we have an Executive war, not a
national war. Thus, while we are going
to make the world safe for democracy
elsewhere, we are proceeding rapidly to
make it unsafe at home. Democracy has
quit. Indeed, it has been sick and dying
for 4 or 5 years.

A striking example of the lack of can-
dor can be taken from the speech of
President Roosevelt delivered on October
30, 1940, in which he actually said:

And while I am talking to you mothers
and fathers, I give you one more assurance.
I have said this before, but I shall say it
again and again and again. Your boys are
not going to be sent into any forelgn wars.

Of course, the men on the Reuben
James were taking part in a purely do-
mestic war. What a graphic picture the
Reuben James made as she went down in
the Mississippi just west of Natchez. Of
course, engaging a U-boat in the middle
of the Atlantic was not a foreign war.
That part of the ocean, of course, is a
part of the United States, for its gentle
waters roll up to the shores of New Jer-
sey, Delaware, and Maryland, although
those waters have to roll about twelve or
fifteen hundred miles to get there.

That is an example of the lack of
candor which has characterized the
'&v&ole conduct of our foreign policy to

€.
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In the November 1941 issue of the
Ladies' Home Journal, a spokesman for
the President, when asked to explain why
the President said this in 1940 and in
less than a year after disregarded it,
offered this naive explanation. I quote
first of all the Presidential spokesman,
who, referring in the Journal to that
speech, stated that the President had
used the word “again” only twice. All
of us who listened to that great speech

remember that. the President used three:

“agains.” .
But—

Says the Presidential spokesman—
on October 23, 1840, in another speech the
President sald: “We are arming ourselves not
for any foreign war, We are arming our-
selves not for any purpose of conquest or
intervention in foreilgn disputes.”

Note the use of the word “interven-
tion.”

Still quoting:

“I repeat again that I stand on the plat-
form of our party,” which reads: “We will
not particiapte in foreign wars; we will not
send our Army, Navy, or alr forces to fight
in foreign lands outside of the Americas,
except in case of attack.”

Those last five words—

Says the Presidential spokesman—

are frequently left out when people quote
these speeches, and I think it is important
that they should be included, because there
are two points that must be clearly defined.
One is that no war is a foreign war when it
involves an attack on the safety of our coun=
try. It is not the place where it is fought
which makes it a foreign war.

Let me insert, parenthetically, that
that will be much news to all the chil-
dren from the first grade on in our public
schools.

But—

Continued the
man—

it is the question of whether the action
impairs the safety of our country. Secondly,
what constitutes attack? Does attack only
mean the bombing of our native land or the
landing on your shores of foreign armies, or
does attack mean a threat; some act which
will put a foreign power in a position which
will endanger the safety of our country?

Then continues the Presidential
spckesman:

These questions are rarely discussed by
America First orators. They talk to you pri-
marily about the impossibility of this or that
thing happening, and rarely about the pos-
gibility of things which are actually happen-
ing and their implications.

Continuing, the Presidential spokes-
man says:

On November 2, 1940, the President sald,
“There is nothing secret about our foreign
policy. The first purpose of our foreign policy
is to keep our country out of war. At the
same time we seek to keep foreign concep-
tions of government out of the United
Btates.”

Let me again reverently interject, in
the language of Shakespeare, “Words,
words, words.”

Continuing, the Presidential spokes-
man says in the Novembher issue:

That 1s why we make ourselves strong.
That is why we must muster all the reserves
of our national strength. The second pur=

Presidential spokes-
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pose of this policy is to keep war as far away
as possible from the shores of the entire
Western Hemisphere.

This charming, naive, and labored ex-
planation of the difference between the
word and the deed would be humorous if
it were not so tragic. Is anyone in
America so silly as to believe that by
altacking before we are fired upon by
Axis submarines we shall keep war away

from the United States? Does not the

Presidential spokesman know what every
cther person in America knows—that the
purpose of those attacks was to defeat
Hitler; that the intention back 'of them
was to keep Hitler from dominating the
world; that it is not improbable that the
only way to do that is to sink his ships,
so that those who are fighting against
him may survive and conquer? What a
charming bedtime story our pleasant
Presidential spokesman makes when it is
contended that the purpose of these at-
tacks was to keep the war away from the
United States. In other words, the way
to keep out of war is to get into war.

 That is the writer’s conclusion.

Is this Presidential spokesman of the
opinion that by encouraging war with the
Axis Powers we keep war away from the
United States? Candidly, I have too
high a regard for the mental processes of
the writer to make any such assumption.
I rather think that the commendable
loyalty which the spokesman has always
exhibited toward our distinguished Pres-
ident inspired this gallant effort to
reconcile acts with words. It would be
easier to follow our Executive, as I have
followed him in the foreign field up to
now, if he had said, “Yes; I did make
that remark, and I hoped to live up to it
when it was made; but as the field of
world events unfolds I have reached the
conclusion that our safety and our Amer-
ican way of life are so threatened that I
now believe. another approach to the
problem than was contained in my words
of a year ago is essential to our own and
the world security.”

That would have been understandable.
However, to have it now said that past
and contemplated acts square with the
Presidential utterances of October 28,
1940, less than a year ago, is the epitome
of disingenuousness.

Every member of this body whose
mentality rises above his partisanship
knows that our whole foreign policy has
been carried on as if Congress were non-
existent, and as if the representatives and
the people would fail to respond to can-
dor—candor which alone will do more
than all else to unite this Nation in what-
ever its future may be.

We cannot fight a war successfully
without having the Executive inspire in
the Congress and the people a faith in
his absolute frankness. He will get more
help in that way than in any other.

The release of the reports dealing with
the encounters of the Greer, the Kearny
and the Reuben James set at naught the
President’s campaign speech of 1940,
They show more conclusively than any
words of mine can portray the utter lack
of candor, the effort to deception, and
the complete falseness of the first reports,
and the comments thereon, regarding
these incidents. Further, let nothing be
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said hereafter if it is essential to our
safety to withhold facts, or else, in God's
name, tell us the truth—one or the other,
The time for the treatment of the Con-
gress and the American people as mere
innocent children has passed, it seems to
me, as we face this great crisis.

Now, to the point: Are we going to
continue to wage this executive war and
repeal the Neutrality Act without de-
manding that the conduct of that war
shall be in line with that of other wars?,
Are we, the Congress, going.to permit this
continued lack of frankness and evasion
with the elected representatives of the
people? Are we going to continue to sit
here and proceed, although the facts are
withheld or the news distorted, to cast
our votes on our consciences for the
national welfare? This is the first thing
we must decide simultaneously with the
repeal of the Neutrality Act.

Second. We have an Army of about
one and one-half million men, partly
trained and partly equipped. England
has an Army of about two and one-haif
million men, partly trained and partly
equipped. The Russian Regular Army of
five and one-half million men, trained
and equipped, while giving a heroic ac-
count of itself, has lost probably one-half
its equipment, one-half its personnel,
and one-half its industrial-producing
area. Against these losses, the Germans
have suffered the loss of 1,000,000 men,
considerable equipment of war, and ma-
tériel expended in battle; but these losses
have been offset by the capture of Rus-
sian industrial areas and many supplies
with which eventually to replace them.

Thus, at the present time, not counting

reserves, the forces of Germany, fully
trained and equippad, outnumber the
forces of Russia, England, and the United
States, which, in large part, are partly
trained and partly equipped.
- I stated a moment ago that our own
Army numbers about one and one-half
million men. Like our tentative Allies,
our own men are without the tanks, guns
of various caliber, the munitions, planes,
and other equipment with which this lit-
tle force of one and one-half million men
must likely some day face the greatest
military machine in the world.

That is where we stand today as we
slide in the back door of what in the end
will likely turn cut to be a first-class, all-
out, fully declared war.

Now to the point: If the numerous
strikes in indispensable defense indus-
tries had not occurred enough war mate-
rial would have been produced to add at
least 10 percent to the effectiveness of
the British Army in successfully resisting
an invasion by Hitler, to say nothing of
equipping adequately our own forces.
Yet, the strike situation continues, with
little or no real effort to correct it under
a President and an administration which
says that it is vilal to our own safety that
Britain and Russia and China shall not
go down before the bloody machine of
Hitler. Every time a strike denies to our
tentative Allies in this war vital equip-
ment it means not only that a battle may
be lost which might have been won, but
that human beings may have died who
might have lived. In wartime, the cost of
strikes is paid with the blood of soldiers.
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This tragedy will be reenacted again, and
again, and again in our own Army when
it, too, takes its stand on the battlefields
of the world.

‘Will the President and the Congress
have guts enough to deal with the strike
situation? Are we going to recognize the
rights of labor and capital, but insist that
their difficulties shall be composed with-
out a cessation of the production of the
weapons which brave men must have in
order to win battles to save their country,
to preserve our way of life, and to protect
their lives?

Are we going to vote in one breath to
draft men from the shop and the plow,
the school and the factory, and send them
to their graves by the thousands, and
then pursue a pusillanimous, political
course, and dilly-dally here at home, for

fear we will lose some votes on election.

day?

Unless the President and the Con-
gress—particularly the President—will
deal effectively with the strike situation,
we can never in our own conscience or
before the bar of public opinion, square
our lack of action with the Draft Act,
wherein we ask no questions, but peremp-
torily take men, willy-nilly, and send
them to the battle front to face a devas-
tating enemy. We say to these youths,
“We need you to go forward into the jaws
of death to defend our country.” Then
having taken them, we have a President
who refuses to take the leadership in
solving our industrial difficulties, but who
beseeches and implores instead, while de-
lays go on and strikes multiply.

Do not vote to repeal the Neutrality
Act, to have somebody die to save this
country, unless you are willing to risk
your political lives, too, for those we have
ordered to give up life itself, if necessary.

Third. We cannot continue to run this
country as we have been running it for
the last 10 years, by living on the work of
future generations. Before we made a
war effort, we had gone into debt $28,-
000,000,000 in 10 years, much of it under-
standable and proper, particularly in the
beginning of this administration; but as
we emerged from the worst of the depres-
sion, it was not excusable or understand-
able. Always, the Budget was going to
be balanced next year, but when an at-
tempt was made to carry out the promise,
we were told that to balance the Budget
would be to inflict hardships upon the
poor. What faulty reasoning! We
should have had a system of taxation
for the past 5 years which would have
brought our expenditures and our in-
come into substantial balance. Now that
money is badly needed; and the waste-
fulness of the administration, its politi-
cal extravagance, and the use of this
money for political purposes, if you
please, offer an additional barrier to ulti-
mate victory.

If the United States is going to supply
Russia, England, and China with billions
and billions and billions of dollars’ worth
of war supplies, while spending billions
and billions and billions of dollars ubon
cur own Army, Iavy, and air force, then
we have got to double taxation, at least.
We have got to tax everybody. We must
squeeze the rich until they yell murder,
and yell murder again; but we know that
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the rich have not enough to pay the bill,
and what they would pay would be only
a drop in the bucket. So we have gobt
to squeeze the middle classes and the
poor, too, and then pass on a large part
of the debt to the next generation. Isthe
Congress of the United States willing to
do that in order to support the men who
are going to die to save our country? If
not, then do not vote to repeal the
Neutrality Act. Do not back off from the
tough part of your job if you expect
American manhood to do the far more
deadly and tougher job of protecting this
country on the battlefield.

Fourth. This country much cut out all
the nondefense expenditures that can
possibly be eliminated. That, too, is go-
ing to be difficult. Each group hereafter
must be told not how much we are going
to give them but how much we have for
all the people of the whole Nation. If
we do not do that, then we cannot ask
these boys to die on the firing line for $30
or $40 a month while we continue fo bail
out hundreds of millions of dollars to the
folks back home. If that course con-
tinues, those who risk their lives will
find a ruined country is all they have
fought and died to save. That will be
the state of the Nation—not for those
who have made the supreme sacrifice, but
for those who will return with one arm or
one leg or one eye, or with no legs at all.
Are the President and Congress now
willing to take the course suggested? If
not, then do not vote for the repeal of
the Neutrality Act.

Fifth. There raust be a price ceiling put
on everything—not only on general goods,
but on farm products, on labor, and the
profits of capital, too. All must sacrifice
and serve when war comes to the Nation.
We cannot reconcile in our conscience
peremptorily taking a young man from
his job of $100 or $150 a month and tell-
ing him to go out and die for his country
at $30 or $40 a month while everybody
at home enjoys a wave of prosperity and
employment beyond the levels of peace.
Are you willing, Mr. President; is the
Congress willing to do that? If not, then
do not vote for the repeal of the Neutral-
ity Act.

Sixth. We must at least double the
number of training camps in this coun-
try. Hifler, Mussolini, and the Mikado
had in their regular armies at the com-
mencement of the present war 13,000,000
men, fully trained and equipped. To
date, opposing them are a million and a
half of our own, two and a half million in
Britain, and five and a half million in
Russia; 9,000,000, partly trained and
equipped, all told, against 13,000,000, fully
trained and fully equipped.

The repeal of the Neutrality Act means
war. It has been said over and over
again in this country, “If Russia and Eng-
land go down, we must ficht Germany
alone.” Well, by these words and argu-
ments we cannot afford to take a chance
of having to fight Hitler alone with only
one and a half million men. We must
make up our minds, if we vote for the re-
peal of the Neutrality Act, to provide the
camps to train additional men at once.
To do less is to make the sacrifice of the
little Army we have but a hollow mockery
of justice, a living monument to ingrati-
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tude. Yes, more than that, our failure to
act will be a glowing tribute to political
expedience; it will be exhibit A in the hall
dedicated to the failure of democracy.

If we fear that England and Russia
may go down—and they may—then in
God’s name, let us make sure that we stay
up, if we are going into this war.

So, Mr. President and Senators, if we
repeal the Neutrality Act, then we should
immediately double the number of train-
ing camps in this country.

Seventh. A corollary to doubling the
number of our training camps, which it
will take some months to construct, will
be the necessity of doubling or tripling
the size of our Army and its equipment.
We may need them all before it is
through. Certainly, we cannot afiord to
take a chance of not having what is
necessary to defend this country if we
are now going to war. It will be better
to have them and not need them, than to
need them and not to have them. That
was the reason we voted for a draft act.
Then we had not embraced the early
phases of a shooting war. There is all
the more need that new camps be built
immediately, and the Army be doubled or
trebled, for if you go into this war you
cannot take the chance of losing it.

Now, what does it all sum up to? It
means that we are poised at this moment
on the threshold of war, not by open dec-
laration, not an all-out war, but a three-
gquarters war—a war on the sea, a war
under the sea, and a war in the air.

‘When the act is repealed, ships flying
the American flag, escorted by battle-
ships, cruisers, and destroyers, will sail
through the war zone to the harbors of
Great Britain. Submarines and AXis
planes will attack these ships. They will
fight back. Some ships will go down.
Men will be killed and wounded. Passion
will run high, and from a three-quarters
war, which you will now be embracing, a
four-quarters war will ensue, That is the
way in which we propose to put this
country into a struggle against the great-
est military machine the world has ever
seen, already fighting on three conti-
nents.

Make no mistake about it: We must
not go into a war half-heartedly, par-
ticularly a war of this magnitude. If
this joint resolution passes, there must
be henceforth complete frankness by the
President with the people of the coun-
try. Strikes must end, taxes must be
doubled; all nondefense expenditures
must be eliminated. There must be a
price ceiling on everything. We must
double the number of training camps,
and double or treble the size of our Army,
These things have not been asked for by
the Chief Executive, nor have they been
advocated by any of the committees or on
the floor of Congress.

For my own part I refuse to follow into
battle a general who will not keep dis-
cipline in his supply lines; for our eco-
nomic life is our supply line. Without
discipline in our supply lines, men will
die needlessly on the battle front, die
without the means of adequately defend-
ing themselves—die for you and for me
and for all the other people in America.
If they live, they will come back to a
country which has won a war only to find
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devastation in the economic life back
home.

At the present juncture the United
States reminds me of a big prize fighter—
a prize fighter potentially capable of de-
feating any and all comers—recognized
once as the world’s champion, but now
grown soft. He is about to issue a chal-
enge to a new, fully trained, and power-
ful fighter who has loomed upon the
heavyweight championship scene. As
our fighter gets ready to enter the arena
he eats 2 mince pies before each meal,
trains hardly at all, and smokes 20 cigars
a day. That is a pretty good illustration
of our approach to a death struggle with
Hitler as we are about to repeal the Neu-
trality Act.

I have said I would not follow into war
a general who will not keep discipline in
his supply lines. If we will but remem-
ber, that is what happened in France and
in England, That is the road they
walked; and we have been walking that
road, too. We have twisted Hitler’s tail
on the floor of the Senate and in the
White House. We have started a shoot-
ing war without legal sancfion, while
our little Army of a million and a half
men walk up and down, up and down,
with beer trucks for tanks, wooden clubs
for machine guns, and with imaginary
antiaircraft guns to hold off the might-
iest military force in the history of the
world.

That is where we have goften the
United States in this year 1941, There is
little need for me to say more. I was in
the last war and had a rather modest but,
I hope, useful part in some of the battles
that took place over there. After service
elsewhere in the front lines I had the dis-
tinction of commanding 6 companies of
machine gunners, 72 guns, and about
1,200 men. The division in which I
trained in the United States never had
a machine gun to show us until we landed
in France, and then we got our machine
guns from the English. When we got to
France our artillery was furnished us by
the French; and when we fought the
Battle of the Argonne we fought it with
English machine guns and French artil-
lery to a large extent. Some of the men
who went over the top in that battle had
not been in the Army 4 months. In one
division, I am reliably informed, the new
recruits had to be shown how to load their
rifles before they went forth into battle.

In my command, the machine-gun
units of the six companies of the Fifty-
seventh Brigade, there was heavy fight-
ing. We left lots of those fellows over
there in France. We would scour the
fields at night and get in the bodies that
we could not get in during the daytime:.
These we lined up along the road in
scores, and we threw their overcoats over
their faces until a trench 18 inches deep
could be dug, their bodies placed therein,
and the mound and a wooden cross com-
pleted the obituaries.

Let me look at the figures of my own
outfit, the official report of which I have
here on my desk. Of the 1,200 men in
my unit there were about 1,000 actually
engaged in hostilities at a time. The
other 200 were bringing up ammunition,
employed as cooks, and the like; but they
saw service, too. Of the 1,000 men actu-
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ally engaged the record shows that 256,
or 25 percent, were killed or wounded,
fighting with British guns, with French
artillery as support.

I digress here to say that on one occa-
sion when one of these companies had
even higher casualties, on the 10th of
October 1918, there was no artillery. We
were attached to the Franch, and the
artillery was not there; and brave Amer-
ican men went up a hill a half mile long,
almost certain that a large number of
them were to find their death on that
hillside. That was the preparedness of
1918, and it is the kind of preparedness
Yyou are giving the United States of Amer-
ica now as you take her into this war.
These million and a half men, unless
fate fools us very much, may be called
upon to face the might of the Axis
Powers; and yet strikes go on, and the
President begs and implores that there be
no interruption in the production of war
materials.

You on this floor called those men into
the service. I helped to do it. I voted
for the law. I did not care what jobs
they had; nor did you. We knew we had
to get an army together. We sent them
to camp; and to this good hour, as we go
into this war, there are not more than a
handful of divisions—and they are Reg-
ular Army divisions—that have their
complete equipment.

Are you going to vote this country into
war, continue vast expenditures, provide
merely piecemeal taxation, and fix no
price ceiling which would help save the
structure so that they would have some-
thing when they come back, and not give
them the means of defending themselves
when the officer blows the whistle and
the moment comes to go?

Those are things to be thinking about
when you vote for this Neutrality Act
repeal.

Oh, I know “we are going to keep the
war on the sea.” I wish I thought so.
It may be possible. If it is, it will be an
achievement which I shall be the first to
recognize as one of the greatest han-
dlings of international events in history.
But, Senators, wait until the time comes
to read the casualty lists, I know the
human heart. Let me recall Robert Serv-
ice’s Old Bill. You remember that poem.
The man would not go into the war at
all; he was opposed to it. “What about
the wife and nippers?” he said. Then
he read the casualty lists, and he said,
“I've got to go, Bill; I've just got to go”;
and that is the way it will be.

This country is not prepared. It will
not get ready.

We cannot take on 13,000,000 regular
soldiers, fully trained and equipped, con-
stituting the armies of Japan, Germany,
and Italy—and I am noft counting re-
serves—with a much smaller force of
9,000,000 men in Britain, Russia, and the
United States, and they for the most part
partially trained and partially equipped.
It is necessary to provide the equipment.
I have not the figures. Several times the
Senator from Virginia [Mr, Byro] has
stated on tho flcor of the Senate the
figures as to how many planes we could
pbuild, and how many tanks we could
build. Of course, the figures are not
exactly accurate for all the strikes do
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not happen in plane factories or in tank
factories.

There are Members of the Senate who
have in the Army sons who may not be
in America 6 months from now, and I
say to the fathers, we have not given
their sons the guns with which to fight
and save democracy, or to save their own
lives, and there is not a willingness to
do it. We are having a political conduct
of preparation for war. Someone has to
tell the truth around here after a while.

I mentioned the fact that out of a
thousand men actually engaged in 21
days in the Argonne, 256 were killed or
wounded. Of course, there was some
balm in the fact that we captured more
Germans than we had men killed and
wounded; but the men who died never
knew that. §

Then there were the horses of my unit.
People do not often think of horses in
connection with war; but in the 6 com-
panies I had 56 horses were killed, and
26 more were wounded. Of course, the
horses did not know it, but they died in
a very good cause. They helped to make
the world safe for demoacracy, because
they did their part. They carried what-
ever there was to carry to the men who
were doing the fighting at the front., It
was not their fault if the equipment was
lacking.

I hope I will not be called immodest for
mentioning these incidents. I think they
illustrate, more graphically than I can in
any other way, precisely what our de-
fense effort means to the men in the
service. I mention them to lay the
background as I describe the bitter feel-
ing which lies in the breast of the soldier
who knows death is just out there, when
he hears of the strikes which are taking
place back home. It was that way 23
years ago, as it is today. Here he was
in the front line trenches, dirty and
lousy, muddy, and with little sleep, dying
or offering to die for capital and for
labor, at $33 a month, for he got $3 bonus
for foreign service. And while he was
dying or offering to die he learned that
his service of supply back home had for-
gotten him. They were greedily reach-
ing for the fleshpots, often oblivious of
his sacrifice, leaving him unsupported,
either morally, spiritually, or by eco-
nomic effort. And that is what we are
just about to do again. We are com-
mencing it right now.

Yes, we must not interfere with the
rights of profit; we must not interfere
with the rights of labor. Almighty God,
forgive us for our sins. How thoughtless
we are, how callous and unfeeling, when
it comes to interfering with the lives of
young men who will die in the uniform

- of their country.

I shall vote to arm our ships in the
light of the happening of the Robin
Moor, but I shall not vote to send other
men in 1941 to their death in the war
zone so long as the leadership of the
President and his administration is so
steeped in politics that it refuses to give
to those who will go to their death the
complete devotion and support which
their sacrifice should enlist from any
government, democratic or otherwise.
When this administration and the Con-
gress show a disposition to give to the
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young men, who may soon be called upon
to fill soldiers’ or sailors’ graves, the
support to which they are, by all the laws
of humanity and Christianity and ordi-
nary decency, entitled, then and only
then will I take another step such as that
which is now proposed.

As I see it, until we do the seven things
I have outlined, it would be treason to
God, treason to brotherhood, treason to
our form of government, treason to the
men who wear the uniform of our coun-
try to ask them to die to save a selfish
nation and a pack of pusillanimous poli-
ticians who strut through the halls of
power buf show no tangible appreciation
of the most sublime service of which a
human being is capable.

I have watched as we have approached
this step. My friend, the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Broors] has a distin-
guished record on the battlefields of
Europe; my friend, the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. CLark ], with whom I have fre-
quently disagreed, and against whom, on
foreign policies, I have frequently voted,
likewise has a fine war record, and other
Members of this body also have fine war
records. I know these men recall the
stern days of 23 years ag> when men
with whom they shared a cigarette or a
beefsteak or a can of cold tomatoes were
shortly thereafter killed or shot to pieces.
I am sure they can recall hearing the
distressful and enervating news from
home. They can remember the bitter-
ness, the understandable bitterness,
when we heard that ships were not
being built, that war industries were be-
ing closed down because there was an in-
ability to settle disputes between capital
and labor. That must not happen in
this war. Labor and capital are entitled
to their rights, the right to be heard, and
their day in court. But if men are
ordered by their government to go out
on the battlefields and risk their lives, it
is the absolute obligation and duty of all
others, including government, that there
shall be no cessation of the slightest kind
in giving these heroes, for that is what
they are, the materials, the guns and the
weapons with which to fight for their
very lives. For to such men on the bat-
tlefields, a mere drink of water, a puff
off a cigarette, or a can of cold goldfish,
is like a year’s pay.

I say to you, Mr. President, even though
you sit in the White House and occupy
the most important position on the face
of the earth, do not send the men in the
Army and Navy to die unless you are
ready to deal more firmly with labor
disputes, so that there shall be no ces-
sation in producing the things which our
Army must have if it is to win. Until
there is some evidence of an earnestness
to prepare ourselves, of an earnestness to
stop extravagance in nondefense expen-
ditures, to raise more money to pay in
increasing amounts for the war produc-
tion which we must have quickly, to in-
crease the number of camps, to increase
the size of the Army, and to deal frankly
with the Congress and the people, and
stand openly, courageously, and boldly,
you shall not have my support to take
this country into a war, and break faith
with men who have already died by the
hundreds, and who will eventually die by
the thousands, and perhaps by the mil-
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lions, before this undeclared Executive
war is over,

I suppose that the hobnailed bhoots of
the Nazi soldiers now tramp the grave-
yard of Romagne. There were once 25,-
000 Americans in that cemetery alone.
There are some eight or ten thousand
whose bodies still lie on the other side.
One of them was a boyhood friend of
mine., While on recruiting duty in my
home town he joined my regiment. On
the 10th of October 1918, in the woods
north of Verdun, he was crossing a road
and was shot to pieces. He was buried
by the chaplain in a shallow grave with
his overcoat over his face. After the war
was over his grave could not be located
although many of us searched for it dili-
gently. He was decorated posthumously,
and I feel he occupies one of those graves
at Romagne about which I have just
spoken. His name is on the beautiful
temple which overlookea the rows upon
rows of white crosses. He is a symbol
of the new graves that will shortly have
to be dug. He went abroad and after he
got over there he was armed with English
weapons and French artillery. He might
have had a better chance if he had had
the weapons on this side, if there had
been no strikes to deny their reaching his
hands. But now I suppose that does not
matter, even though for him there will
never be again the rosy glow of sunset
nor a deep breath of pure air beneath the
Maryland summer sky. No more for his
eyes will the morning zephyr ripple across
the fields of wavy green wheat. Not
adequately prepared, he gave his all. He
died for the President of the United
States, and for all the Senators in this
Chamber, and for all the people in this
Nation. He died to uphold the Constitu-
tion and the American way of life. That
was his contribution to what we states-
men call the preservation of our demo-
cratic institutions. And I suppose he is
just as well satisfied with his contribu-
tion as if his exact resting place were
known.

As we bury them in this war, Sena-
tors—and they will be buried—let us be
justified in conscience so that when we
look upon those graves we may honestly
say to ourselves: “We did all we could
to give you the best chance to defend
your lives while you were defending your
country and its people.”

Until we are ready to do that, using
Sgt. James S. P. Fyle as a symbol, I shall
nof vote to plunge this country into war,
and particularly I shall not vote to do it
by subterfuge.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, I had
debated in my own mind whether any
fruitful service might be accomplished by
me by consuming any time whatever in
the discussion of the pending joint reso-
lution. I am not egotistical enough to
think that what I may say will affect the
vote of a single Senator in this Chamber,
for every Senator here knows now how
he will vote, and I know now how every
Senator will vote when his rame is called
on the roll. But, Mr. President, there
are a few things I desire to say in view
of my position, and in view of the fact
that we are to have a vote before we
shall adjourn today's session.

I glory in the fact that I am a Member
of a body of men and women who are
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not afraid to vote their honest convie-
tions upon a great subject like that which
faces us today. Whether Senators agree
with me or disagree with me, I am proud
to feel that at least they are exercising
their own right to follow their own con-
science. p

I know the roll has been called of votes
cast in the past. Some of those who cast
those votes passed out of public life, it
may be, because of their votes; some of
them remain here yet, either because of
their votes or in spite of their votes.
Those who voted in 1917 are not alto-
gether on a casualty list, politically
speaking. Some of those who voted in
April 1917 for the declaration of war are
still in public life. Many of them are
Members of this body. I happen to be
one of them. Some of those who voted
against the declaration of war in one
body or the other are still in public life.
The able Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Norris] is one of them. There are
others,

I am not going to cast my vote, and I
hope no Senator, however he votes, is to
be charged with having cast his vote,
with an eye to the next election. If all
of us were defeated in a body the Gov-
ernment of the United States would still
go on,

But we are faced with a situation for
which we are not responsible, and it calls
for courage on both sides. No man can
know what the turn of events may bring
to him personally or politically or to his
country. No man can foretell what pub-
lic sentiment may be a year from now or
1 month from now. The only guide we
can consistently follow in the perform-
ance of our duty here is our own con-
science, in the light of experience, if we
have had it; in the light of vision, if we
possess that.

We are not, as a Nation, responsible
for the problems which face us today,
and on which we are about to vote.

I have not the time nor the disposi-
tion, nor has the Senate the patience, to
go info the causes of this war or of the
last one. We have been a Nation about
150 years. One hundred and fifty years
is a very brief period of time, as time is
measured. During that 150 years we
have grown from 3,000,000 people to
130,000,000.

We have grown from 13 weak, jealous,
and disjointed colonies to 48 great
States. We have grown from a pauper
Nation without standing in the financial
markets of the world until we are today
the richest Nation that now exists or
has ever existed in the history of man.
We started out with a little flickering
light of liberty set upon a mountain,
and that ligh* of liberty has grown until
the advent of events which we are now
discussing it has been able to shine and
cast its effulgent rays into the dark
places of the world and inspire men and
women everywhere to aspire to and
achieve liberty as we have enjoyed it.

During those 150 vears we have de-
veloped what we call the American way
of life. We have owned our homes if
possible or we have tried to do so. We
have educated our children. We have
gone to church. We have developed
our individuality. We have done as we
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pleased so long as our pleasure did not
impinge upon the rights of other men
and women, those rights being regulated
by organized society. During that cen-
tury and o half we came to believe that
we had enjoyed liberty and freedom so
long and so fully that there was no place
on earth where it did not exist or where
it could be snuffed out.

The World War came in 1914. We
were not responsible for it. We had not
taken part in any of the events that
brought it about. We did not share the
racial or religious antagonisms inherited
for a thousand years by the people of
the Old World. We thought for a while
that deep waters and high mountains
would protect us from the conflagration
that began without our connivance. For
two and a half years we tried to remain
out. We told ourselves that it was not
our war; that we had not begun it and we
would not end it.

But the time came, in the spring of
1917, when we discovered that high
mountains could not protect us and that
deep waters, which might constitute a
sort of moat around our castle, no longer
prevented the invader from encroaching
upon our rights. Incident after inci-
dent occurred. Life after life was
snuffed out. Ship after ship was sunk.
Those were the occasions of our final
entry into the World War. But the
fundamental thing that drew us in, was
our unwillingness to have any autocratic
or unfriendly power in Europe drive us
from the seas or possess the seas against
the interest of the United States.

That war ended. All over the world
men, women, and children shouted for
joy on the 11th of November, 1918, the
anniversary of which we are fo cele-
brate next Tuesday. The war was over,
A treaty was made. We may as well
admit that that treaty was faulty, and
that it contained injustices. But it was
made, as most other treaties have been
made at the end of every war, by the
victors having the largest voice in the
writing of the peace treaty.

Then we made more treaties. We had
a disarmament conference. We were
the leader among the nations of the
world. In Washington in 1922 we held
a conference among the nations, as a
result of which battleships were sunk
and blueprints were torn up, and every-
where men and women rejoiced that
war was over and that the nations were
willing to sit down around a table and
try to lift the burden of armaments
from the shoulders and hearts of mil-
lions and millions of people throughout
the world. The Nine Power pact was
entered into. The Locarno Treaty was
entered into. Then finally, as the cul-
minating, crowning glory, as we thought,
of all the peace treaties that have ever
been negotiated in man’s history, came
the Kellogg-Briand Pact, denouncing war
as an instrument of national policy.
More than 65 nations signed that treaty,
and all over the world, in every civilized
nation, and even in every benighted
nation where men and women had
begun to catch the glimpse of a newer
and more permanent life of peace and
amity, we were told that there would
be no more wars and that the world
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might forever continue to develop its
civilization in the enjoyment of its in-
dividual rights.

Then Hitler came into power in Janu-
ary 1933. No sooner had he come into
power than he began to talk. These are
some of the things he said:

The German people have no thought of
invading any country.

Hitler said that on May 17, 1933, less
than 4 months after he came into power
in Germany.

After the Saar question has been settled
the German Government is ready to accept
not only the letter but the spirit of the
Locarno Pact. :

Hitler said that in a speech on Janu-
ary 13, 1934, 1 year affer he assumed
power.

We have no territorial demands to make in
Europe.

Hitler said that in a speech on March
7, 19386. 2

The lle goes out again that Germany, to-
morrow or the day after, will fall upon Aus-
tria or Czechoslovakia.

Hitler said that on May 1, 1936.

We have assured all of our immediate
neighbors of the integrity of their territory,
8o far as Germany is concerned. That is no
hollow phrase. It is our sacred will, The
Sudetenland is the last territorial claim
which I shall have to make in Europe. I
have assured Mr, Chamberlain—and I em-
phasize it now—that when this problem is
solved Germany has no more territorial
problems in Europe.

Hitler said that in a speech on the 28th
of September 1938. Mr, Neville Cham-
berlain, who journeyed to Munich and
back to England, as he alighted from his
airplane in London, held aloft a piece of
paper and announced to his people and
to the world that that paper meant,
“peace in our time.”

Only the warmongers—

Hitler must have coined that word.

think there will be a war. I think there will
be a long perfod of peace.

That is what Hitler said in a speech
on January 30, 1939, about 7 or 8 months
before war began on the 1st of September
1939.

Mr. Roosevelt believes that the tide of
events is once more bringing the threat of
arms, and that if this threat continues a
large part of the world is condemned to a
common ruin. As far as Germany is con-
cerned, I know nothing of this kind of threat
to other nations.

That is what Hitler said in a speech
on April 28, 1939, only 4 months before
the outbreak of war.

It is a plain lie—

He said:

that we have any designs on the American
Continent.

That is what Hitler said through his
a;zthorized spokesman on October 22,
1941.

I have recited these excerpts from some
speeches made by Mr. Hitler to show that
from the very beginning of his regime,
from the very time when he assumed the
chancelorship of Germany, he has been
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deceiving the entire people of the world as
to his intentions.

I was in Germany in 1936. I was in
Frankfort-on-Main; I was in Dresden;
I was in Berlin. I saw what was going
on. I saw great airplane factories. I
saw great munitions works. I saw great
hangars all over Germany. I was taken
through some of those things, and they
were described to me in boastful lan-
guage, and there was no effort at conceal-
ment; and I was taken through an office
building in Berlin, built to house the Air
Corps alone; a building as large as any
two buildings combined here in Washing-
ton today, even in spite of our building
program. The mystery to me is that all
the nations of Europe, surrounding Ger-
many, with an equal cpportunity to know
what was developing, took no adeguate
steps to thwart the diabolical ambitions
of this brutal madman whose conceptiocn
of honor and dignity and conscience, in
his dealings with other nations, and with
other men, is no loftier than that of the
pettiest chicken thief in any part of the
civilized or uncivilized world.

We had no part, Mr. President, in
bringing about the war of 1814, or of
1917-18. We had no part in bringing
about the war now in progress, unless,
indeed, it may be said that in 1918 we quit
fighting too soon. I am inclined to
believe that we did.

I have not the time, nor is it neces-
sary, to go into any detail about the at-
titude or history of the Unifted States
regarding freedom of the seas. I have
always thought that God Almighty, in
His infinite wisdom, divided men into
races and tribes and colors; He bestowed
upon them a variety of abilities and tal-
ents; they were caused to move hither
and yonder, and occupied subdivisions of
the earth’s surface; but in any of the di-
vision of the land among men and among
tribes and races and colors, I have never
been able to conceive that the high seas
were, or ought to be, or were intended
to be, otherwise than the highway of na-
tions, the open roadway between peoples,
to carry the products of their labor and
their toil and their sacrifice to peoples
who were without their products and who
needed them.

It has been the attitude of the United
States, from the very beginning and until
now, except temporarily as a result of
our domestic policy in this war, to assert
and defend the right of our flag and of
all flags to sail the seas. In 1912 Wood-
row Wilson was elected President of the
United States on a platform which de-
clared for toll-free passage for American
ships through the Panama Canal. The
Democratic platform endorsed that. Iir.
Wilson was elected on that platform. It
was not a major issue, but it was in the
platform. When he was elected, and
when a Democratic Congress went in
with him, it was not known, apparently,
by those who wrote that platform, but it
was discovered that in our treaty with
Great Britain, by which we were to take
over the obligation of building the Pan-
ama Canal ourselves, in a treaty into
which we entered, we pledged ourselves
that all ships of all nations should go
through that canal on terms of equality.
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That was, of course, intended to include
our own ships. Notwithstanding the fact
that Mr. Wilson had been a candidate on
that platform, he came before Congress
and asked that Congress repeal the law
providing toll-free passage through the
Panama Canal, and he stated to Con-
gress, in his message:

I shall not know how to deal with other,
larger problems until we have dealt with this
one which involves the integrity and the good
name of our American Republic in observing
its treaty obligations.

There was wide difference of opinion
at the time when that matter came up in
the Congress; but Congress passed the
law, and the guestion has never been seri-
ously raised from that day to this. We
cannot always see far enough ahead to
know what our duty may be under condi-
tions we cannot foresee.

We were an advocate of the freedom
of the seas, and we went to war in 1776,
when there were only 3,000,000 people
fringing the Atlantic seaboard—no more
than now live in the city of Chicago—
and those 3,000,000 people scattered from
Maine to Georgia. Those 3,000,000 people
went to war for many things, but one of
the things for which they went to war
was in protest against the navigation laws
of the mother country, that denied to the
colonists the right to sail their ships and
haul their commerce wherever they
might desire. I can imagine, and I know
from the reading of history, that in the
debates in the Continental Congress men
objected to the step which was about to
be taken for a Declaration of Independ-
ence, because it meant that somebody
had to die, somebody would lose his life
on the battlefield, somebody would go
down to a watery grave. John Paul
Jones had that problem before him when
he led a glorious little American Navy
out upon the seas, even across the At-
lantic, to help win the independence
which you and I enjoy today.

A little later on we went to war, in
1812, to reaffirm and reestablish this
right of freedom of the seas. When
Thomas Jefferson was President of the
United States, without any war, without
any declaration of war, Thomas Jeffer-~
son told what there was of the American
Navy not to huddle in the inlets of the
Atlantic Ocean, but to cross the Atlantic
Ocean and to go through the Straits of
Gibraltar, and into the Mediterranean
Sea, to hunt out and fight and destroy
and burn and punish the pirates who
were seeking to drive our ships from the
high seas. Of course, that was an un-
declared war but it accomplished its pur-
pose, and it reestablished the American
flag where it had a right to be.

-Mr. President, my heart is torn and
my emotions are aroused by pictures of
war and the death of men. I do not con-
template with any degree of satisfaction
the death of anybody, on land or on sea.
Perhaps our forefathers were wrong
about it. Perhaps they ought to have
subsided. Perhaps they ought not to
have ‘ought for American liberty: but
we have raised unnumbered monuments
to the heroes of the Revolution because
they were willing to take the chance and
the risk, not for themselves alone. They

“could have gotten by with a little stamp
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tax. They could have gotten by without
unloading the tea in the harbor at Bos-
ton. They were not thinking of them-

selves. They were thinking of what kind

of a country they were going to hand
down to their children and their chil-
dren’s children, They were willing to
take the risks, and they took the risks,
out on the seas, and yonder at Saratoga
and at Brandywine, and on the snow-
clad hills of Valley Forge, where George
Washington—who was not regarded as
a particularly religious man—knelt and
prayed to Almighty God to guide him
in undertaking to establish liberty. A
British officer, stealing up one cold,
snowy morning upon Washington, found
him out in the woods behind a stump on
his knees praying to Almighty God; and
the British officer went back to his com-
mander and said, “We never can defeat
an army with a general like that at its
head.”

They took the risks.

In the war to reestablish our right to
the seas in 1812, Commodore Perry took
the risks upon Lake Erie. Somebody had
to die. Somebody had to go down to a
watery grave. Somebody had to be
maimed. Somebody had to be crippled.
It is a terrible thing to contemplate;
but through all history the rights of men
and their consciences have been fortified
by the willingness of men without num-
ber to take the risks in order that liberty
might in the first place be established,
and in the next place be preserved.

Mr. President, under the agreement we
entered into, the hour of 5 o’clock having
arrived, I have 20 minutes on the joint
resolution.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is 4 minutes past 5 o'clock.

Mr, BARKLEY. I make no question
about minutes. I am entitled to 20 min-
utes after the hour of 5 o’clock has ar-
rived.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. There is no
question about that; but the Senator an-
nounced the arrival of 56 o'clock at 4
minutes past 5.

Mr. BARKELEY. If the Senator wants
to quibble over 3 minutes, he has the
privilege of doing so.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator
himself made this agreement.

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that,
and I am going to observe it.

The great Civil War came on—the War
between the States—in 1861. On bhoth
sides, men of courage and determination
had to fight a battle in their own con-
sciences as to what their duty was. Gen.
Robert E. Lee had been a graduate of
West Point. He had been educated by
the Government of the United States.
Abraham Lincoln offered him the com-
mand of the Union Army, and it must
have been a very tempting offer to that
great American; but he finally announced
that his allegiance must go with Virginia
when Virginia withdrew from the Union.
For 4 years brother fought brother, and
neighbor fought neighbor. My own ma-
ternal grandfather died from wounds he
received in the saddle as a follower of
Gen. John H. Morgan., My paternal an-
cestors fought on the side of the Union.
I rejoice that today but one flag floats
over the United States of America; but
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it took courage. Those men knew they
had to take risks, that somebody would
die, and hundreds of thousands if not
millions did die and suffer, in order that
there might be a united nation. We have
a united nation today, in spite of surface
indications. In spite of all the efforts to
disunite it and separate it and divide it,
in spite of all the efforts to undermine
the confidence of the American people in
their Government and in their President
and in their Congress, we have a more
united nation today than we have ever
had before in its history.

All these things required risks. The
men who participated in them took
chances,

Then the World War came on. The
men of that day were not afraid,
although they did not relish the neces-
sity. They were willing to take the
chance.

We sometimes ask what the result of
the World War was. I do not know that
there is any answer to that question. I
cannot give it. The poet says:

There is a divinity that shapes our ends,

Rough-hew them how we will.

I believe that in the providence of
Almighty God good must come out of
that titanic struggle, as, in my judgment,
good must come out of this.

Now we are confronted with the prob-
lem of 1941. I am unable to say whether
the enactment of this joint resolution will
bring war. I am not going to undertake
to say that it will or will not. I do not
know. No man is farsighted enough to
see clearly much more than a fortnight
ahead. In a certain sense we are not the
masters of our fate. We may not be able
to determine ourselves whether we should
go to war. It may be within the power
of another man elsewhere to decide that.
Much as I hate war, and much as I de-
test it—because I have seen it in all its
hideousness; I have seen it in the hos-
pitals, in the training camps; I have seen
it on the battle fronts—if, when there
were only 3,000,000 Americans, they were
not afraid to take the chance to establish
our Republic 150 years ago; if in 1812,
when there were only eight or ten mil-
lion, they were yet willing to take the
chance fo establish the right of the
American people to the highways created
by Almighty God; if they were not afraid
to take the chances in 1848, when, as a
result of a war with our neighbor to the
south, we added nine States to the terri-
tory of the Union; if our forefathers were
not afraid to take the chances of what-

“ever might be their fate from 1861 to

1865; if in 1898, when we went to war
with Spain, not over the sinking of 4
ships or of 10 ships or of 17 ships, but over
the sinking of the Maine, they were not
afraid to take the chance; if we were not
afraid in 1917 to send more than
2,000,000 men across the seas in order
that we might establish again our right
and redetermine it, I do not believe the
American people are afraid in 1941 to
assume whatever risks they are required
to assume in order to preserve everything
for which America has stood for the past
150 years.

I do not propose to take advantage of
the pending joint resolution to enter into
criticism of anyone in the executive
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department or to enter into any defense
of those who have been criticized here
during the debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Kentucky on the
amendment has expired.

Mr. BARKLEY. I will take my time
on the joint resolution.

If any mistakes have been made by
those in executive authority, if the short-
sightedness of mankind has not been
cvercome, if human frailty has not been
entirely abolished, and there have been
mistakes, it serves no purpose now, in
connection with the pending measure,
to parade them before the world and
before our enemies.

I wish to say, however, for the Presi-
dent of the United States, that long he-
fore this holocaust came, I think he had
a vision of what might be. I was a par-
ticipant in the conference which has
been referred to by my colleague, the
junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
CaanpLER], in his very able and very ap-
pealing and logical address delivered here
today, upon which I congratulate him.
As I listened to my colleague, I felt proud
in my heart that he spoke as he did, as a
fearless American, taking no account of
what may happen to him or the rest of
us personally in the years to come.

1 was a participant in the conference
referred to, in which a very able and
very distinguished and very beloved
Senator, now gone to his rest, announced
that he had sources of information in
Europe more trustworthy than the
agencies of the United States Govern-
ment answerable to the Secretary of
State, and he took the responsibility of
saying that there would be no war. Un-
til the very hour when the war broke
upon Europe it was foreordained to be a
bloody, and, if not a universal, certainly
a long war, because in the city of Paris
in the summer of 1938 I was told by a
responsible statesman that if war broke
out in Europe it would last 6 years at
least. I hesitated even to contemplate
such a prophecy. But until the very hour
of the outbreak of the war no man on
earth did more than did Franklin D.
Rocsevelt to avert it. He went almost on
his knees to Hitler and Mussolini, im-
ploring them to avoid this great catastro-
phe to humanity. ¥Yet he has been de-
nounced as a warmonger, by innuendo
and insinuation. He has even been held
responsible by some of his enemies for
instigating or conniving at the war now
drenching the fields of the world in
human blood. He did everything he
could to prevent it in the outset. He
did everything after it began to limit the
area of its operation, and in my judg-
ment the course which he has pursued
since has met the overwhelming ap-
proval of the American people.

He could have pursued no other course,
unless we are like a land terrapin, willing,
in the middle of the road, to withdraw
into our shell and take whatever conse-
quences come as a result of a conflict
which rages all around us.

Much as we would like to delude our-
selves into the belief that what happens
elsewhere does not concern us, we know

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

now that we cannot insulate ourselves
from the electric cwrrents which are
flashing in all the skies above our heads,
Every thought of our waking hours and
every dream of our nightly rest is inter-
rupted by this man Hitler and what he
represents. We are dcubling our taxes
because of him. We are increasing our
public debt because of him. Because of
him we are reaching into the home of
every family and taking out the strongest
and the best—and some of them have
already gone, either by the summons of
their government, or in response to their
own consciences. Every prayer we utter
to high heaven is colored by the thoughts
of what may be the destiny of our Nation.

So far as I am personally concerned, it
makes little difference. Most of us here
have lived the larger portion of our lives,
and sooner or later we will be called to an-
swer on high for the deeds we have per-
formed in the flesh, It makes not much
difference to me, so far as my fate or my
future may be concerned, but when I look
into the faces of my children, and when I
look into the faces of my four little grand-
sons, I ask myself, in God's name, what
kind of a nation have I handed down to
them? Will they be free? Will they be
able to pursue the American way of life as
I have pursued it, cni as my father and
my grandfater and all my ancestors
have pursued it? Or shall they be bound
hand and foot, and gagged, without the
right to free speech, or free worship, or
free press, without the right to pursue
their individual ccurse and work out their
destiny, in a nation of freemen, instead of
a nation of slaves?

I do not know whether Hitler can
invade the United States physically; I
am not a military expert, I am not a
senatorial brigadier general. But I know
about as much about that as does the
average man, and I know that if he con-
quers Europe he will conquer Africa, and
I know that if he conquers Europe and
Africa he will conquer Asia, and I know
that even now, in order that we may per-
fect our national defense, we are com-
pelled to bring materials to the United
States from across the Pacific Ocean. So
that Singapore is important to us, the
Burma Road is important to us, Dakar
is important fo us, all the seas are im-
poriant to us, and we are not willing to
take any chance that, by his further on-
slaughts upon the rights of men and his
conquest of the territory of free na-
tions, he shall jeopardize ours.

There is a type of invasion which may
not be physical; it may be moral, it may
be mental, it may be economic, and I
want Hitler stopped where he is. In
order to do that, we have to free our
Nation.

We passed an embargo act because we
were deluded into believing that if we
did not sell to Europe and other nations
materials which we did not have, there
would not be any war. We found that
to be a delusion. In order to get rid of
that situation, we had to pass the neu-
trality law, which tied the hands of our
Nation. It has not restricted the ag-
gressors. It has aided them. Now we
are confronted with the problem of get-
ting back onto our feet, on the solid
ground of our rights, which were asserted
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and proclaimed and preserved for 150
years, and because we are trying to re-
gain those rights we are called war-
mongers, and it is sald we want war.
If I were polled today upon any street
corner and asked if I wanted war, I
would say “no,” and those conducting the
poll would count me in the poll against
war. But I am not afraid to accept the
responsibility for what my conscience
dictates that I do.

Mr. President, I appreciate the cour-
tesy of the Senate, and express the hope
that the joint resolution will be adopted
without amendment as it has come from
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lvucas in the chair.) The time of the
Senator from Kentucky has expired.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tha
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ten=
nessee,

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, in
1939 I supported, along with a majority
of the Members of this body, the measura
which repealed the embargo law and
which we now refer to as the neutrality
law. Af that time I made a short state=
ment which was placed in the CoNGRES=
SIONAL RECORD, giving my reasons for sup-
porting the repeal of the embargo law,
and stating among other things that I
favor the passage of the so-called neu-
trality law because i, the neutrality law,
prevented American vessels and Ameri-
can citizens from going into the Euro-
pean war zones. I stated at that time
that we had believed the cause of Amer=
ica’s entry in the World War in 1917 to
be due to the sinking of American ves-
sels on the high seas and especially in
the then war zones. I believed, as did
many cthers, that America might remain
out of the present raging European con=
flict by the passage of a law preventing
American ships from entering belliger-
ent waters. That was 2 years ago.
Since that time the picture has changed.
What was a European conflict is ap-
parently about to become a world-wide
conflict. Within the past 2 years we
have seen the aggressor in this war—
and by aggressor I mean, of course, the
German Nation—override the rights of
smaller nations and overrun their coun<
tries in a ruthless and cowardly fashion.
We have seen this ruthless coward and
aggressor practice all forms of cruelty
upon practically all nations of the earth,
We have seen that aggressor turn upon
a friend and ally immediately after issu-
ing a declaration of friendship.

I repeat that the picture has changed.
It has changed tremendously. Since the
passage of the Neutrality Act, which
prevented our vessels entering belliger=
ent waters, we have seen American ves=
sels torpedoed and attacked by German
submarines, and these attacks have oc=
curred outside the war zones and in the
Western Hemisphere, so the chjective
we sought to accomplish by keeping
American vessels out of the war zones
has not been accomiplished.

I repeat again that within the past 2
years the picture has changed. It is
my sincere and earnest belief that the
German Nation strongly desires and in-
tends to carry on, if possible, world
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conquest and that domination of the
world is their aim. I do not see how any
other conclusion can possibly be reached.

I have, of course, only one interest in
mind and that is the absolute safety and
security of America. The Congress of
the United States has arpropriated bil-
lions upon billions of dollars for national
defense, and in the interest of national
defense we have aided those whose cause
we believe to be in our interest. Amer-
ica has been giving aid to England and
to Russia and I think it is right that
she should continue to do so, because I
believe it to be a certainty that if Ger-
many is defeated there will again be
peace in this world, but if Germany is
victorious the end of conflict is not in
sight of the present generation.

I have said before that I believe Eng-
land is fighting for many of the same
causes in which America believes and,
while England is subject to censure for
her failure to render full assistance to
Russia and others whose interests are at
the moment parallel with those of Eng-
land, still I believe she will continue to
fight to the end. Certainly, in the face
of all we have done to date, can it be said
that a tremendously serious emergency
does not exist?

I do not want to see America engage
in war, and I hope that actual participa-
tion can be avoided; but I am convinced
now that America’s welfare lies in the
repeal of section 6 of the so-called neu-
trality law and in the arming of Ameri-
can vessels, and I expect to vote accord-
ingly.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, last
spring I spoke in the Senate, calling at-
tention to the fact that there was a grave
danger of our becoming involved in a
shooting war if we should use our war-
ships as convoys to merchant ships which
were carrying goods to a belligerent, and
introduced a resolution to prohibit the
use of convoys. The matter was debated
at length and the resolution referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations. I
appeared before the committee seeking
to have the resolution reported favor-
ably or, failing to get that action, to have
it reported to the Senate without rec-
ommendation, that it might be voted up-
on by the Senators.

But the committee declined. The res-
olution was buried in committee, where
it lies today.

Despite the fact that many Senators
stated their convictions that convoys
would mean war, thus echoing the words
of the President himself, who had said,
“Convoys mean shooting, and shooting
means war”; despite the fact that the
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee himself said he would not sanc-
tion convoys until he was ready to de-
clare war, the Senate never was permit-
ted to vote on that vital matter.

The chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee also stated that the
President would not resort to convoys
without congressional approval.

Time marched on, convoys, the use of
which the President had truly said would
mean war, were sanctioned by the Presi-
dent without securing congressional ap-
proval, and now, in the past 2 weeks,
three American destroyers have been
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fired on, two of them sunk, and more
than a hundred American boys have been
killed.

Who authorized the convoys? Not the
Senate. Not the House. Not the lease-
lend bill which specifically contained a
clause stating that nothing in the act
could be construed to authorize convoys.
No; the one man responsible is the Pres-
ident of the United States, aided and
abetted by the Secretary of the Navy,
who paradoxically had testified when
before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee and the Naval Affairs Com-
mittee that he was opposed to convoys,
that they meant war, that he was op-
posed to sending any of our boys to Eu-
rope under any circumstances in the
present crisis.

To supplement my remarks, Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask that at this point there may
be inserted in the Recorp certain ex-
cerpts from the Recorp and other data
bearing upon this matter, and my own
remarks thereon.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Mr. Tosevy. Mr. President, in this his-
toric Chamber an earnest and historic de-
bate was recently held, culminating in the
passage of the so-called lease-lend bill. That
debate was conducted by Members of the
Benate in a spirit of sincere and earnest pres-
entation of the facts as they understood
them. Many of those who spoke for the
lease-lend bill in this Chamber during the
several weeks of debate took the position
that they were voting for the bill because in
their conscientious judgment it was the best
means to keep us out of participation in the
World War.

In contradistinction, those of us who voted
against the bill held that we should vote
against it because we honestly believed that
it was fraught with the grave danger of mak-
ing us a participant in the World War. So,
sincere men on each side voiced their con-
tentions, the majority prevailed, and the bill
became law upon being signed by the Presi-
dent. But from this statement of mine it
becomes apparent that all of my colleagues
on both sides of that question had in their
hearts a hatred of war, a bitterness toward
war, and a fear that this Nation might be
drawn into the war, that they were opposed
to our being drawn into war. As the debate
progressed toward taking the final vote on
the lease-lend bill, there was but one Senator
in this Chamber who came out definitely in
advocacy of the United States forthwith
going Into war.

The gravest issue now before the country
is the question of whether or not we will be
involved as a participant in this World War,
Dr. Gallup, who has been guoted from one
end of the country to the other, recently took
a poll, as a result of which he certified, I
believe, that 83 percent of the American
people were opposed to the United States be-
coming involved as a participant in the
foreign war.

With that background I make hold to state
that the gravest issue now before the country
is the issue of whether we shall go into that
war or not.

The factor which in my judgment is most
certain to involve us in that war is the issue
of whether or not we shall adopt the policy
of using our ships and planes as convoys
to merchant ships carrylng materials to the
aid of belligerents.

In gection 3, subsection (e) of the lend-
lease bill is the following language:

“(e) Nothing in this act shall be construed
to authorize or to permit the authorization of
the entry of any American vessel into a com-

NOVEMBER 7

bat area In viclation of section 3 of the
Neutrality Act of 1939."

Section 8, subsection (d) contains this
language:

“(d) Nothing in this act shall be construed
to authorize or to permit the authorization
of convoying vessels by naval vessels of the
United States.”

While the lend-lease bill was being con=
sidered before the House Foreign Affairs Com=-
mittee and before the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, there appeared before us
many noted witnesses, not the least of whom
was the present Eeccretary of the Navy, the
Hongrable Frank Encx. He was asked by one
of the Senators, “You stand very much op-
posed to the idea of convoying merchantmen
across the Atlantic?” His answer was tersely
and definitely, “Yes.”

“You do look upon it as an act of war?"

“Yes,"” he sald.

He made a similar statement before the
House committee, in answer to a question
from Mrs. BoLrToN, a Representative from the
State of Ohlo. His statement there was that
he was very much opposed to the Idea of
convoying merchantmen across the Atlantie,
that he looked upon it as an act of war.

The President himself in a recent state=
ment given to the press made a simlilar state-
ment. I think his words were:

“Convoying means shooting, and shooting
means war."”

In confirmation of that I read from a
feature article by Frank L. Kluckhohn, ap-
pearing in the New York Times for Janu-
ary 22, 1941, in which he says:

“Sources close to the White House said it
is obvious that if the United States Navy
convoys ships, either under an American or
other flag, inte a combat zone, shooting is
pretty sure to result, and shooting comes
awfully close to war.”

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the

* Senator yield at that point?

Mr. Topey. I am very glad to yield to the
Benator from Michigan.

Mr. VANDENBERG. In connection with the
authorities which the Senator is quoting on
the subject, I think he has overlooked prob-
ably the most persuasive authority of all,
50 far as the Senate of the United States
is concerned. If he will permit me to do
g0, I should like to call attention to the
unequivocal statement made by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee on March 6, 1941, as
reported at page 1892 in the Recorp. The
very distinguished Senator from Georgia
[Mr. George], the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, who piloted the lend-
lease bill through the Senate, was speaking:

“As plainly as I can, I have always stood
against convoying vessels by the American
Fleet, and will stand against convoying ves-
sels by any unit of the American Fleet until
and unless the point shall come when I shall
be willing to vote for war, because, in my
Jjudgment, convoying would lead us into
actual war.”

Mr. TogseY. I thank the Senator.
powerful indictment of convoys.

Mr. President, if it is our conviction that
convoys mean war—and we have the eminent
authority just cited, as well as the President
of the United States and Secretary Knox and
many other notable men in this country—
we of the Congress having assured the Amer-
ican people that we will keep out of the war,
as has the President and as has th2 distin-
guished candidate who opposed him in the
recent election, then it logically follows that
we of the Congress should take every step
possible to keep us out of the war as a par-
ticipant, and should use the powers vested
in us by the Constitution to prohibit the use
of our ships as convoys..

Mr, ComnwaLLy. Mr. President,
Benator yield?

Mr. Tosey, I yield to the Senator from
Texas,

That is a

will the
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Mr, ConnaLLY, Does the Senator from New
Hampshire mean that the simple act of con=-
voying would be war, or does he mean that
the adoption of such a policy would result in
acts of war by the other side? Which does
he mean?

Mr. Topey. I will take as my authority the
President’s own words, when he said, “Con=-
voys mean shooting, and shooting means
war.”

Mr. ConwarLy. Evidently the SBenator does
not care to answer my question.

Mr. Tosey. I have answered it; I have
quoted an eminent authority, and no man
should be more obedient to that authority
than the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CoNnNALLY. The Senator did not answer
my question. I wanted him to answer the
question.

Mr. Topey. What is the question?

Mr. Connarry. The question is, Does the
Benator contend that it would be an act of
war if we should adopt the policy of convoy-
ing vessels; or does he mean that the adop-
tion of such a nholicy would inevitably result
in acts of war by an enemy?

Mr. Tosey. I will answer the Senator by
saylng that, in- my judgment, it is an act
of war for a neutral country to convoy ships
carrying supplies to a belligerent.

‘ Mr. President, I should. like to have the
attention of the Senator from Texas, who
propounded the guestion.

Mr. ConnALLY. I beg the Senator’s pardon.

‘Mr. Tosey. The Senator asked a question
and then turned his back. Does he desire to
have an answer to his question, or not?

Mr. ConwnNaLLY. I thought the Senator had
answered the question.

Mr. Tosey. The answer to the Senator’s
question had been only half completed. More
than that, with an abhorrence of war in
my’ heart, an abhorrence which I hope is
shared by the Senator from Texas, I think
war will be a direct result of such convoying.
As the Senator from Georgia, the chairman
of our great committee, said, “If we convoy
these ships, it means shooting, and that is
tantamount to a declaration of war.”

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, will the Sena-
tor yield?

Mr. ToseY. I yield,

Mr. BarxreY. I am not attempting to pass
upon the wisdom of attempting to convoy;
but it seems to me that the mere act of con-
voying would not result in shooting unless
the other side did some shooting. Regardless
of what the President said, the shooting
would depend entirely upon whether the
other side wanted to shoot at the convoy;
would It not?

Mr. Tosey. Let me answer by propounding
8 question: Does the Senator agree with the
President in his expressed utterance to which
I have just referred?

Mr. BARELEY. I may or may not. 1 am at-
tempting to ascertain whether the Senator
can elucidate what the President meant by
mere shooting. The mere convoying of a
ship does not mean shooting unless somebody
shoots at the convey. The convoy would not
shoot at something just for the pleasure of
having target practice.

Does the Senator mean or does he think
the President meant that the mere convoying
of a ship or of a group of ships across the
ccean would automatically result in shooting?

Mr. Tosey. No. In answer to the question
asked by the Senator from Eentucky, the dis-
tinguished majority leader, I will put it this
way: It seems to me that what the President
had in mind—and it is apparent to all of us—
was that if we convoy a group of ships carry-
ing supplies to a belligerent, obvlously the
enemy of that belligerent is going to take
steps to put those convoys out of business;
and when, as, and if that occurs the shoot-
ing begins, and our ships are sunk, there will
be a wave of wrathful indignation that will
go over this country and that will arouse the
people passionately and earnestly and per-
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haps necessarily to cry out and to say, “We
will go to war and lick those fellows over
there.”

Mr, Barxrey. I will say to the Benator
that I think that is a deduction that 1s not
farfetched; but when it comes to technical
acts of war, the mere fact that one peace-
ful nation permits a belligerent nation to
repair its vessels in its own shipyards would
be regarded under what used to be interna-
tional law as an act of war, the mere lend-
ing or leasing or furnishing of equipment
for war use might be so regarded. But we

recognize the fact that all international law
has been thrown out, and, judging by recent

events, we see that it is difficult now to
draw a comparison between one act of war
that occurred when international law had
some force and another act of war., So what
is the difference, except that one may be
more provocative than the other? In legal
effect, what is the difference between con-
voying a ship on the ocean in order to safe-
guard transport of facilities and supplies
to another nation, and permitting that na-
tion's warships to come into our harbors—
as we have done by law—and permitting our
Government to buy equipment and to
furnish equipment and supplies to a bellig-
erent nation, which we have done by law?
What is the.difference in international. law
between those two operations?

Mr. Tosevy. May I ask the Senator from

Eentucky a question?

Mr. BarxirEY. I should llke to have the
Senator answer my question first,

Mr. Topey. I will be glad to answer 1t
if I understand the Senator correctly, but
I will put it this way: The convoying of
ships, in my judgment, is the greatest single
factor which would bring us into war by its
results. There are others that could do so,
as I stated on the floor of the Senate when
speaking against the lease-lend bill. I felt
then, and still hold—I do not know whether
the Senator recalls my statement at that
time—that when we open our yards to repair
belligerent ships, that might well involve us
in war, as other things might, but standing
out preeminently as a war danger, the danger
of involving us in war, in my judgment, 1s
the matter of convoys.

Mr, BargLEY. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield further?

Mr. ToBeY. Yes.

Mr. Bamrxrey. I do not want to take
the time of the Senator from New Hamp-
ghire or of any other Senator, because we
have not as yet completed the morning hour
and we are anxious to secure action on a
couple of appropriation bills, but I wish to
ask the Senator a question. Of course, it all
depends on whether the nation against whom
the operations are directed regards them as
a sufficient breach of its rights to make an
attack upon us or to declare war. It would
have a technical right to declare war on us
for allowing a British war vessel to be re-
paired in the United States; there is no doubt
of that, and, under the old conception of in-
ternational law, they would have the right to
declare war against us because we loaned
money to one of the belligerents in opposition
to that particular country or do any of the
things that we can do under the lease-lend
bill we have authorized to be done and which
are going to be done now——

The AcrtiNnG PrRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair will state that the hour of 2 o'clock
having arrived, morning business is closed.
The Senator from New Hampshire has the
floor.

Mr. BarxrEy, What I was trying to eluci-
date for the Senator from New Hampshire
when the gavel rapped and disturbed the
continuity of my thought was that if a nation
sees fit to take advantage of the technical
violation of what used to be international law
to declare war against us or any other nation
similarly situated, it could have done so
already on the basis of what we have already
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done in aid of England or Greece or China. Is
not that true?

Mr. Tosey. I cannot say that is true.
Everything is relative in this world, as Mr.
Einstein says. Let me ask the Senator, Is he
defending convoys?

Mr, BargLEY. Oh, no; the Senator knows
that I am not.

Mr. Tosey. I am asking the Senator In
good faith.

Mr. Barxrey. And I am answering the
Senator in good faith; If we have violated
international law. in such a way as could re-
sult in a declaration of war against us by
Germany, we have already done that, and the
convoying of ships would be only an incident.

Mr. ToseY. As I said a moment ago, the
matter of convoys is the preeminent danger,
in my judgment.

Mr, BARKLEY, It may be so0.

Mr. Tosey. And the President felt so when
he made the statement to which I referred,
and Frank Enox also said so.

Mr. BaRxLEY, If Germany wants an excuse
to declare war against us, she has already had
it, and we know from her history with other
nations that Iif it was to her interest she
would have done it without any excuse.

Mr. ToBeY. Suppose the Senator were an
admiral of the Germany Navy.

Mr. Barerey. That is a rank supposition.

Mr. Topey. Suppose the Senator were Ad-
miral Raeder.

Mr, BarRxLEY. I hope the Senator, in his
effort to make me a German admiral, will not
give me a name.

Mr, ToseY. Suppose the Senator were Ad-
miral X, and suppose he knew that the United
States was set upon convoying; that we were
going to use the convoys to protect the ships
carrying supplies and munitions of war, and
so forth, to one of the belligerents, it would
be natural for him to order submarines to
hunt in packs for the convoy, and when they
got sight of the convoy to torpedo some of
our ships, perhaps carrying 2,000 American
boys, and he would then probably expect that
the American people would rise up in their
wrath and declare war against Germany,
would he not?

Mr. BARKLEY, That might result.

Mr. ToseY. It is perfectly natural that it
should.

Mr. BarxrEY. Probably so.

Mr. Tosey. Does not the Senator feel that
the matter of convoys presents a greater
d;nger of involving us in war than anything
eise

Mr. Barxrey. It may be; I am not disput-
ing that; but what I am trying to ascertain
is whether the Senator from New Hampshire
thinks that Germany would wait if Germany
saw it was to her interest to declare war,
or whether Hitler would wait, for I do not
really like to associate Hitler with Germany,
because I have great respect for the German
people; I have none for Hitler and I hope
the time will come when they will themselves
recognize the difference between the German
people and Hitler.

Mr. ToseY. Let me say to the Senator that
in that respect I agree with him 100 percent,
but let me say further with reference to our
colloquy here that there is always a straw
that breaks the camel’s back, and that straw,
in my judgment, will be when, as, and If we
send convoys to transport goods to belliger-
ent nations.

Mr. BarrLrey. That will depend wupon
events that we cannot now foresee,

Mr. Tosey. Does not the Senator feel so,
too?

Mr. Bargrey. I will express my views upon
that subject when the occasion has arisen.

Mr. Topey. In the words of the advertise-
ment, “If eventually, why not now?”

Mr. BargLEY, I do not think it Is possible
for anybedy today, even including the wise
Senator from New Hampshire, to foresee con-
ditions that may exist,



8644

Mr. Tosey. Of course, the Senator is a
past master of sarcasm that has no place
in this Chamber, in my judgment. So I
will proceed, if you please.

Mr. Barxrey. The Senator has my per-
mission to proceed, but did the Senator
suggest that I was a psychiatrist?

Mr. Toeey. No; and neither did I say that
the Senator needs a psychiatrist.

Mr. Barxrey. I am willing to acquit the
Benator from New Hampshire of any such
need.

Mr., Toeey. I said the Senator indulged
in sarcasm and possibly that that might be
out of place at this time.

Mr. SmrTH. Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator allow me to interrupt him?

Mr. Toeey. I am glad to yield to the Sen-
ator from BSouth Carolina.

Mr. SmitH. With reference to the point
made by the Senator from Eentucky that
these acts In contravention of what was
once international law have given the op-
portunity to certain nations to declare
war against us, and they have not done so,
let me say that when we send our vessels
into the belligerent zone it is going to make
us declare war against them.

Mr. Toeey. I quite agree with the Sen-
ator,

Mr, Smrra, That 1§ what I am trying to
avoid. It is mot a question of their de-
claring war against us but it is the doing
of those things which will force the Amer-
ican people to declare war against certain
nations.

Mr. ToeeY. I quite agree with the Sen-
ator, and the Congress and the President
having assured the American people they
were going to do all they could to keep out
of war, then it logically follows that the
Congress should take every step to keep
this Nation cut of war and use all the
powers vested in it by the Constitution to
prohibit the use of our ships of peace for
war purposes. To that end I am introducing
a joint resolution, which I will take the
liberty of reading. It is as follows:

“Joint resolution prohibiting the use of the
armed forces of the United States and
American vessels and aircraft for trans-
porting, delivering, or convoying articles or
materials to belligerent countries

“Resolved, ete,, That, except in time of war,
hereafter no part of the land or naval forces
of the United States, and no vessel docu-
mented, or aircraft registered or licensed, un~
der the laws of the United States, shall be
used, directly or indirectly, beyond the limits
of the territorial waters of the United States
and its Territories and possessions, to trans-
port or deliver, or in connection with the
transportation or dellvery of, or for coavoy
purposes in connection with the transporta-
tion or delivery of, any articles or materials
to or for the use of any foreign country with
respect to which the President has issued a
proclamation under section 1 of the Neu-
trality Act of 1939, or which Is engaged in
actual hostilities with one or more foreign
countries, even though a state of war has not
been declared or recognized in any such
proclamation.”

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I ask
the Senator a question?

Mr, Tosey. I am glad to yield.

Mr. VanpeEnperc. I call the Senator's at-
tention to the language he has used in the
Joint resolution, “that except in time of war.”
Of course, this is a time of war. I assume
that the Senator means a war in which we
are associated?

Mr. Toeey. The Senator is correct. I may
advise him that I raised that question with
the drafting agency of the Senate that helped
draft the resolution this morning. They said
it was the proper language to use, but I ques-
tioned it then, and will be very glad to
change it.
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Mr. VanpENBERG. It does not seem to me
quite definite enough.

Mr, Toeey. I thank the Senator, and I will
change it.

Mr. President, since both groups in the
Senate protest that they are opposed to our
entry into the war, and since it is undisputed
that convoying will definitely take us into
the war, this joint resolution provides a means
of affording Senators a vehicle to translate
their public statements into specific legisla-
tion to keep the country from taking this
fatal step into war. It presents the issue di-
rectly and without equivocation. The people
bave an opportunity to see whether the ad-
ministration and the Members of the Senate
mean business when they say that they are
opposed to our country entering the war.

The AcTiNG PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the joint resolution introduced
by the Senator from New Hampshire wiil be
received and appropriately referred.

“The joint resclution (8. J. Res. 62) pro-
hibiting the use of the armed forces of the
United States and American vessels and air-
craft for transporting, delivering, or convoying
articles or materials to belligerent countries,
was read twice by its title and referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.”

Mr. Toeey. Two days ago 1 introduced a
Joint resolution to prohibit the use of convoys
except at a time when the United States is
engaged in war. Speaking on this floor, I
prefaced my action with the statement that
the joint resolution provides a means of af-
fording Senators a vehicle to translate their
public statements into this specific legislation
to keep the country from taking this fatal
step into the war. I stated that it presents
the issue directly and without equivocation,
and will give the people an cpportunity to
see whether the administration and the
Members of the Senate mean business when
they say they are opposed to our country
entering the war.

In view of the oft-repeated assurances by
the administration’s spokesmen in the Senate
that they are opposed to our getting into the
war, and that the lend-lease bill was the best
means of keeping us out of the war, 1 was
puzzled to see the majority leader of the
Senate, who is the administration's official
spokesman in the Senate, stand on his feet,
and in my cginion, defend convoys.

This was a new departure, a surprising de-
parture, and If, as it would seem, his position
reflects the position of the administration,
then I say: God help the men and women of
this eountry, for as sure as death follows life,
the United States is about to lsunch into the
greatest war in the history of the world—a
costly war, a war which will result in thou-
sands upon thousands of American casualties.

The majority leader, the Senator from Ken-
tucky |Mr. BARKLEY |, indicated that he could
see no difference between the act of convoy-
ing and opening up our harbors to the repair
of belligerent vessels, of which the Congress
has already approved. He said that we have
already furnished sufficient provocation for a
declaration of war against us by Germsany,
and that the convoying of ships would “only
be an incident.”

Only be an incident? Then he treats con-
voying so lightly? Can it be true that it is
in the mind of the administration to launch
on a policy of convoying in the face of the
President’s statement that “convoying means
shooting and shooting means war”? And In
the face of the statement of the Secretary of
the Navy that “convoying means war”?

The distingulshed majority leader himself
said, iIn the same debate with me to which
I have referred, that if we launch into a
policy of convoying, it would probably mean
war to this country. And yet he calls con=-
voying “merely an incident."

I asked the distinguished majority leader
to indicate if he did not agree that convoying
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would get us Into the war, and he made a
plea in abatement and said: “I will express
my views on the subject when the occasion
has arisen.”

When the occasion has arisen? Has not
the occasion arisen now that the Secretary
of the Mavy has done a complete “about face”
and come out in favor of convoys? If we
wait for the occasion of actual convoys and
wait for war to commence, then the majority
leader's suggestion is futile. Blood will al-
ready have been spilled.

No; I say the act of convoying is not only
an incident. It holds in stake the lives of
millions of Americans.

I again turn to the majority leader and ask
him to express his views on the subject, not
“when the occasion has arisen,” for, I say, if
eventually, why not now?

Are not the people of this Nation entitled
to a frank debate on this vital subject now,
while it is on the horizon, looming before us,
sponsored by no less an authority than the
distinguished Secretary of the Navy, who eats
his words, uttered in January, reversing him-
self? And I ask, Why?

So I make my appeal to the distinguished
majority leader to enter into this debate at
this time on this profound, far-reaching
policy as to the use of convoys.

I address myself now to my friend, the
distinguished leader of the great Committee
on Forelgn Relations, the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Georee|. Each of us holds him
in the highest regard. I say to him that he
has set forth his views in eloquent, terse,
epigrammatic language in the REcorp, as
absolutely opposed to the use of convoys,
and said that he himself would not vote for
convoys or use his influence therefor unless
he was prepared to vote for a declaration of
war. I turn to him now, as chairman of this
distinguished committee, and say that in his
hands there reposes the resolution intro-
duced by the Senator now speaking, and I
am asking that the Committee on Foreign
Relations be not only the depositary for that
document which I filed 2 days ago, but that
it be considered a live request for informa-
tion as to facts and policies on the part of
the American people, for whom I am one
voice, albeit a poor one. I ask the Senator
if he will not agree to take this into an
executive session for consideration, and re=
port it back, even with no recommendation,
so that it will come back for debate here, in
order that we who are the representatives
of the plain people throughout this country
in the hinterland may have an opportunity
to go on record either for or against this
tremendously far-reaching policy of convoys,
which, if persisted in, can result in nothing
else but war.

I await the pleasure of the distinguished
leader of the majority. Does he care to en-
ter into the colloquy with me this morning?
I am addressing the distinguished majority
leader.

Mr. BaRxLEY. Mr. President, the Senator
has a perfect right to address me, but I am
not compelled, because he merely addresses
me, to enter into a debate with him on.a
subject which I do not care to discuss at
this time.

Mr. Tosey. There is no compulsion implied
or thought of, but I make the suggestion
merely because we are here in what is sup-
posed to be the greatest deliberative body in
the world. If that be true, certainly it is not
asking too much that we deliberate on a great
question before our people; and they are lock-
ing to us, and looking for us not to cover up.

Mr. BARKLEY, If the Senator will permit me,
there is nothing I care to cover up, there is
nothing I have ever covered up; but I am not
compelled, because I happen to occupy tems-
porarily a position of some responsibility here,
to indulge in debate with the Senator every
time he brings up a subject.

The resolution to which he refers was re-
ferred 2 days ago to the Committee on For-
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eign Relations. - When that matter will be
taken up by the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations I do not know. I do not even know
that the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE],
the chairman, knows when it will be taken
up. When it is taken up it will be given
the consideration to which it is entitled, and
until that time comes, unless there is an
occasion, which I do not now see, when we
should enter into a discussion of the sub-
Ject, I do not see anything to be accom-
plished by its reiteration.

Mr. Toeey. Let me ask the Senator a gues-
tion. Will the Senator use his good offices,
and his very considerable influence, to see
that the committee takes up this matter and
brings it back for a vote in the Senate?

Mr. BargLEY. I will not make a commit-
ment as to what my attitude will be in the
committee until the committee has met and
discussed the matter.

Mr. Topey. Will the Senator use his influ~
ence to have a meeting for discussion in the
committee?

Mr. BarerLEY The Senator from Georgia
needs no pressure from me or from anyone
else to have a meeting of the committee
whenever the occasion arises for the com-
mittee to meet. To be perfectly frank with
the Senator, if he wants a frank answer,
I will not attempt to use such persuasion on
the Senator from Georgia, the chairman of
the committee.

Mr. Toeey. I now address the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, and ask him, in all good faith, and
with no asperity in my heart, soul, or volce—
because of the importance of this resolution,
and knowing his views and his frankness
and his character and ability, will he not
give me assurance that he, as chairman, will
have his committee consider the resolution
in the near future?

Mr. GeorgE. Mr. President, I will say to the
distinguished Senator- that this resolution,
as all other matters before the committee
which are of sufficlent importance to be
brought to the attention of the committee,
will undoubtedly have the careful consid-
eration of the committee at a reasonably
early time. I am not able to say that it can
be taken up tomorrow, or one day this week,
but certainly at a very early date. The com-~
mittee will be back in regular session on
Wednesday, and I can assure the Senator that
the resolution will be given careful consid-
eration, and, of course, the action taken by

the committee will be controlling upon the.

disposition of the resolution. But there will
be no disposition on the part of the chairman
of the committee not to give a full and fair
and frank hearing upon the resolution.

Mr. Tosey. I appreciate the assurance.

Mr. GEeorGe. There will be an orderly
disposition of the resolution by the com-
mittee.

Mr. Toeey. If I may ask one further
question, not to press it too hard, but for
information, searching for it sincerely, does
not the Senator, the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, feel
in his heart that this matter is so pregnant
with direful possibilities for this Nation, and
the whole life of America, that the matter
should be debated frankly upon the floor of
the Senate, and Senators go on record either
for or against this far-reaching measure?

Mr. Grorce. I say to the Senator again
that I shall be pleased to bring the resolution
before the committee and give it the con-
gideration to which it is entitled; and I recog-
nize the importance of the resolution. The
action taken by the committee on the resolu-
tion, of course, will be controlling, so far as
committee action is concerned. I can assure
the Senator that the resolution will be taken
up, and taken up in order, and 1 am sure that
the committee will have the fullest oppor-
tunity to express itself, and to make such
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disposition of the resolution as should be
made.

Mr. ToBeY. Does not the Senator feel—
again to be specific in my question, and ask-
ing for a specific answer—that this matter
should be debated on the floor of the Senate,
regardless of what the attitude of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations may be, so that
the American people may know the attitude
of their representatives in this body on so
grave a matter, and we have an opportunity
to go on record on it¥

Mr. GeorGe. I have no objection to de-
bating it before the Senate and before the
country, and I certainly think that all mat-
ters of importance—and I regard this as a

*‘matter of importance—should be subject to
debate before the Senate.

Mr. ToseY. I appreciate the Senator’s point
of view.
L] L] L L] L]

Mr. BarxkrEyY, Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor yield to me for a moment?

Mr. ToBey. Yes; I yield to the majority
leader.

Mr. BarxireyY. In the Senator's prepared
remarks today he reported me as having said
the other day that the convoying of ships
in such a way as to provoke war is a mere
incident.

Mr. Torey. Yes; I did.

Mr. Baperey. I have examined my re-
marks, and I can find no such statement.
I certainly have no recollection of having
made such a statement.

Mr. Tosey. If I misquoted the Senator, I
apologize.

Mr. BargrEY. What I did say was, and I
repeat, that If Germany were looking for an
excuse to declare war against this country
she could have found that excuse, but judg-
ing by her past history she does not need
an excuse. Bhe makes war without excuse
whenever it suits her. If I made any such
statement as that, it was a mere incident, and
I have been unable to find it.

Mr Tosex. I refer the Senator to page
2708 of the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of March
31l. The Senator from Kentucky is recorded
as speaking about halfway down the page.

Mr, BargrLEY. Which column?

Mr. Tosey, The right-hand column, page
2708, halfway down the column:

“Mr, BARxLEY, And I am answering the
Senator in good faith; If we have violated
international law in such a way as could
result in a declaration of war against us by
Germany, we have already done that, and the
convoying of ships would be only an inci-
dent.”

Mr, Bargrey. Well, I did not recall the use
of that language. What I meant was, of
course, that if Germany desires an excuse to
declare war against us, the mere convoying
of ships would be an incident so far as
Germany is concerned, and the repairing of
battleships in our harbors, or our navy yards,
or our shipyards, would be a mere incident,
so far as Gtermany is concerned, and the lend-
ing of money, or the lending of ships, or the
granting of any sort of assistance to England,
Greece, or China, or any other of the allied
nations fighting Germany, would be, so far as
Germany is concerned, a mere incident and
a mere peg upon which to hang thelr hat if
they desire to make war against us. If it
were to their interest to do so they would not
require any such incident even.

Mr. Topey, But later on, Mr, Majority
Leader, on the same page, in the same column
I drew an illustration about a German ad-
miral finding out that we were convoying
ships, and attacking us with submarines, and
I said:

“Suppose the Senator were that admiral,”
and I closed by asking the Senator from Een-
tucky, “and he would then probably expect
that the American people would rise up in
their wrath and declare war against Germany,
would he not?”
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Then the Senator from Kentucky |Mr.
BargLEY] said:

“Mr. BARKLEY. That might result,

“Mr. Toeey. It is perfectly matural that it
should.

“Mr. BARKLEY, Probably so.”

So by that statement the Senator from
Kentucky put himself on record as saying
that the convoying of ships and the resultant
sinking of our ships by German submarines
would probably involve us in war.

Mr, President, I wish to go on and read to
the Senate some excerpts from utterances of
distinguished members of this body on the
matter of convoys. All these utterances took
place during the 24 weeks we were debating
the so-called lease-lend bill which is now law.
The ufterances may not be In proper se-
quence. I may have been a little negligent in
getting them in proper sequence, but they
are important in my judgment, and I shall
read them. I quote first from the CoNGRES-
sioNAL Recorp at page 1890. The Senator
speaking is the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'MaHONEY|. He said:

“But I know that the use of land and naval
forces in the delivery of defense articles across
the sea would endanger us and possibly in-
volve us in the war."

Then the Senator from Washington [Mr,
Bone| replied as follows:

“Mr. BEoNE. Mr. President, if we were to un-
dertake the delivery of defense articles, which
are commonly referred to as munitions of
war, across the ocean, and if we were to con-
voy them with units of the American Navy,
it would seem to me an inescapable conclu-
sion that we would with our convoys come
almost immediately into contact with sub-
marine, surface, and aireraft units of the
German Empire's forces seeking to interrupt
the delivery of those articles. I think that
can be accepted as a foregone conclusion,
Gunfire would ensue. The attack would be
repelled, Otherwise we would not attempt
to make the delivery; it would be futile.”

The Senator from Washington then pro-
pounded a question to the Senator from
Wyoming as follows:

“Does the Senator from Wyoming believe
that if there ensued armed conflict of that
kind, which seems to me to be inevitable, we
would remain out of war very long—perhaps
only for a matter of days?” i

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O'Ma-
HONEY] answered:

“If our forces were attacked or if any con-
voy our forces were accompanying were at-
tacked, I think that would be an act of war,
of course; and I think the country would
properly regard it as such.”

The Senator from Washington |[Mr. BoNE]
then said:

“Obviously it would be difficult to conjure
up in our imaginations a more inflaimmatory
or provocative incident or set of incidents
than the destruction of the lives of American
citizens and the sinking of American vessels.

“Personally, under such circumstances I
cannot imagine the United States staying out
of war; because no careful reading of history
dealing with the period of our national life
immediately preceding our entry into the
World War reveals any other state of mind
than that of almost bitter hatred for Ger=-
many, growing put of the sinking of our
vessels. Obviously, the dellvery under the
protection of American warships would in-
vite merely a repetition of such acts. If, as
the Senator suggests, we are to be realists, I
do not see how we can escape the necessity of
contemplating precisely what this problem
means.” "

The Senator from Washington [Mr. BoNE]
is speaking:

“Mr. BoNE. I cannot escape the conviction
that convoying defense materials across the
ocean would immediately precipitate warlike
acts., I have tried, in intellectual honesty,
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to arrive at some other conclusion, and I
cannot do so.”
The Senator from Wyoming is now speak=-

“I conceive the danger to the democratic
principle to be so great that, indeed, it might
be proper for this country to run the risk of
an actual war; but when that decision comes,
. I think it ought to be faced here in Congress
directly, and not by indirection.”

Now the distinguished chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee [Mr. GEORGE]
is speaking:

“I had from the beginning said I was op-
posed to convoying, and I thought that the
President was well understood as having
made that declaration even since the intro-
duction of this bill. It has been published
everywhere and I did not think there could
be any doubt about it,

L] - L] L] -

“The only way it could be done would be
by convoy, and I have always opposed convoy,

That was the Senator from Georgia speak-
ing, and I honor him for his position. He
continued:

“Nor have 1 held the vilew that American
armed forces, military or naval, could be

sent anywhere in the world for any purpose..

That has not been my view of the Constitu-~
tion, and it is not now. My view of it has
been, without any attempt to indicate all
the limitations that must be kept in mind,
that, generally speaking, the President may
send the Army and the Navy to protect
American rights, American property, and the
lives of American citizens, That contem-
plates, in my judgment, primarily defensive
action and not offensive action. I very well
know that the occasion might arise when it
would be sald by men of great ability and
learning and expert knowledge upon the sub-
ject that some offensive action must be taken
in order to make the defense perfect and
complete, but that is an exception. The
broad, general principle, Mr. President, as I
have conceived it, without reading any books
or authorities, but considering the nature of
our Government and the whole genius of the
American system, is that the President of the
United States, as Chief Executive, as Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy, even
in peacetime may protect the lives of Ameri-
can -citizens and may protect their property
and their rights. I have never conceived
that he had any right—and in that sense I
use power, for, to me, power is the rightful
exercise of the authority clalmed by the
Chief Executive—to send the Army or the
Navy for offensive purposes any place on
earth, Therefore, in a bill which gives to the
President certain affirmative powers, I have
not concelved that it was necessary to nega-
tive the use of whatever power, under what-
ever general principles, under whatever well-
recognized limitations or restrictions we have
come to recognize as existing.”

He further said:

“As plainly as I can say it, I have always
stood against convoying vessels by the Ameri-
can Fleet, and will stand against convoying
vessels by any unit of the American Fleet
until and unless the point shall come when
I shall be willing to vote for war because, in
my judgment, convoying would lead us into
actual war.”

Still further: ¥

“I said a while ago, Mr. President—Iif this
word ‘transfer’ has any bearing upon the
matter—that we will not take the extreme
risk of convoying, or of attempting to deliver
on the other side of the globe any of the arms
or implements of war which we wish to fur-
nish. We will not take the extreme risk of
invalving our people in war unless, of course,
we should be attacked. If we should be
attacked, we would do what all of us would,
of course, favor. That is a wholly different
question.”
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He further said:

“We are not going to convoy. We are not
going to deliver arms and munitions on the
other side of the ocean in areas of danger.”

This is the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GeorGe] speaking. He further sald:

“Mr, President, I do not subseribe now, and
I hope I never shall, to the doctrine that we
are headed Into an inevitable war.”

That is “good stuff,” Mr. President, If I
may use the vernacular.

I now read from the remarks of the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. MALONEY]:

“I sald many times in the last campalgn
that President Roosevelt, in his foreign policy,
had not gone too far for me, I said also, time
and time again, that I would not vote to send
our soldiers into a forelgn war. 1 believed
then, and I belleve even more strongly now,
that we here in the Senate, because of that
statement so often made, have the responsi-
bility of doing everything consistently and
properly possible to help the President to
avoid armed conflict.”

I read further from the remarks of the
Benator from Connecticut:

“Please let us not forget that if in spite of
the promises, the solemn pledges of the Presi-
dent of the United States, that there would be
no convoying, that none of our boys would be
sent to a foreign war, we should send our ves-
sels into combat zones, and those vessels
should be subject to assault or attack, it
would no lenger be a foreign war; it would
become our war.
th:mt o has the right to guard against

That is what motivates me in asking for
action on the resolution. In the words of the
Senator from Connecticnt, Congress has the
right to guard against this possibility. The
way for Congress to guard against it s to give
consideration to a resolution making it man=-
datory that no convoys shall go across the
Atlantic, thereby reassuring the American
people of our good faith in keeping the Nation
out of war.

- . - - L]

In conclusion, I point out that the dis-
tinguished majority leader a few minutes
ago, in his remarks, suggested that we should
wait until convoys are actually sent befare
starting this—I do not know what he called
it—the Inference was “hullabalco,” or “out=-
ory,” or “campaign” on the floor of the Sen-
ate. But let me point out, in all common
sense—sometimes I think it is the most un-
common kind of sense around here—that
if we wait and take no action on the faith
that convoys will not be sent, and they are
sent, 1t will then e too late. Blood will have
been spilled. In view of the statement of
the Senator from EKentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]
and the statement of Secretary Knox, the
time to take specific action to prevent this
possibility 18 now. That {8 why I am on
my feet, and that 1s why I Introduced the
joint resolution; and that is why, in all good
faith and sincerity, and with an earnest
desire to be helpful, I ask the majority leader
and the distinguished chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on Foreign Relations to let
this joint resolution have a hearing, and
report it back to the Senate for the vote
of the representatives of the people in this
country of ours, so that we may know
whether or not we are going to keep faith
with our campalgn promises on both sldes
to keep this Nation out of war.

Can I better conclude that by reading an
excerpt from the Democratic National Party
platform of 1940—a declamando statement,
if you please? it is the first statement under
“We must strengthen democracy agalnst ag-
gression.” Here it is. Language is used to
convey thought here, I hope:

“The American people are determined that
war, raging in Europe, Asia, and Africa, shall
not come to America.”
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And my own party, the Republican Party,
in its first statement ‘'on national defense,
makes this declamando statement, in which
I concur:

“The Republican Party is firmly opposed to
involving this Nation in foreign war.”

There are 130,000,000 people in this coun=
try, and the Gallup. poll says that 83 percent
of them have expressed themselves against
war, All of us who voted on the lease-lend
bill, for or against it, with one exception,
hope it will keep us out of war. That was the
motivating thought in our minds,; whichever
way we voted. We were sincere and honest
in our respective beliefs. That being true,
let us keep faith with the people in the
hinterlands of America and put up these
protestations and these bars to prohibit con-
voys being used, which in my judgment is the
surest means for America to be involved in
the war and the blood of American sons to
be spilled. God help us to keep faith with
the people of this country in this cruecial hour
in our national history.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, at last
the fateful hour of war is upon us, the
fateful hour that we noninterventionists
have been predicting right along as the
inevitable result of the Administration’s
foreign policy. Step by step, the Ameri-
can people have been pushed toward the
brink of fratricidal warfare and now we
are hanging over the abyss of the hell of
war by a slender thread that will soon
be severed. The American people are
about to be plunged into the worst blood
bath that this world has ever experienced.

We have traveled a long way since the
calm and constructive years when the
present neutrality laws were enacted.
What has come to pass since that period
of calm deliberation that should so pro-
foundly alter our national policy and
cause us to scatter to the winds the same
resolutions that Experience, that cruel
but wise teacher, prompted us to take?

To answer that question, to obtain a
better perspective, we must step back a
little and review some of the events that
led to the adoption of our present neu-
trality legislation.

After the first World War, we know

.what a sadly disillusioned group of boys

were our young men who had torn them-
selves from their homes to fight on for-
eign fields to “make the world safe for
democracy.” Thousards of them never
returned, thousands more came back
maimed and crippled, thousands more are
still lingering on hcspital cots, fighting
day in and day out. a war which for
them has never had an armistice. And
mothers and sweethearts, and wives and
brothers and sisters and friends shared
their disillusionment and felt that their
common sacrifices had been made in vain.
Oh! true enough, our lads had tipped the
scales in favor of an Allied victory, but the
“peace without victory” or the “victory
without spoils for the victors” that our
leaders had promised them had vanished
in the international scuffle that took place
at Versailles when the secret treaties and
ententes were unearthed. They had
fought “to make the world safe for de-
mocracy” and they had accomplished
nothing but to make it ripe for nazi-ism,
fascism, and communism.

The common people were not the only
ones to share this feeling of disillusion-
ment. Had not the leading protagonist
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of intervention, no less a person than
‘Woodrow Wilson himself, come back from
the peace conferences in Europe, a dis-
illusioned man? Had he not said when
he went to the pier to meet the first ship-
ment of caskets bringing back to this
counfry the remains of American boys,
“This must never happen again!” Had
he not written the best “epitaph” on the
whole episode of American intervention
in the World War and given the finest
proof of the futility thereof in his state-
ment to James Kerney on December T,
1923, relative to the policy of Poincare?
He then said:

I should like to see Germany clean up
France and I should like to see Jusserand and
tell him so to his face. (Cf. Genesis of the
World War by Harry Eimer Barnes, professor
of historical sociology at Smith College.)

Had not Winston Churchill himself
said, as late as 1936, in an interview with
William Griffin, the edifor and publisher
of the New York Endquirer:

America should have minded her own busi-
ness and stayed out of the World War, If you
badn't entered the war the Allies would have
made peace with Germany in the spring of
1917. Had we made peace then, there would
have been no collapse in Russia followed by
communism; no break-down in Italy, followed
by fascism: and Germany wouid not have
signed the Versailles Treaty which has en-
throned nazi-ism in Germany. If America
had stayed out of the war, all of these “isms"
wouldn't today be sweeping the Continent of
Europe and breaking down parllamentary
government, and if America had made peace
early in 1917 it would have saved over 1,000,-
000 British, French, American, and other
lives. (Scribner's Commentator, February
1941, p. 25.)

Numerous articles to that effect had
been printed in the press of the United
States and in the English press but Mr.
Churchill never denied this statement
until August 1939, when war was immi-
nent and the United States once more
looked like the best source of aid to
Britain,

Probably no one expressed the futility
of future intervention more. clearly ‘han
the present Secretary of the Navy, Frank
Knox, in an article found on page 76 of
the Atlantic Monthly, July 1939.

Mr. President, I ask unanimcus con-
sent to insert in the Recorp at this point
excerpts from the article.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows: v :

There has never been any successful at-
tempt to deny that the Treaty of Versallles
was a monumental act of bad faith. It ut-
terly ignored the implied promises of Presi-
dent Wilson's 14 points. It exacted repara-
tions expressly designed to be impossible of
satisfaction. It was not in any sense a nego-
tiated peace. It was a victor's peace impoesed
upon a vanguished foe. That it contalned
the seeds of future wars the history of the
past 20 years, and the present crisis, abun-
dantly prove. It is to the eternal credit of
the United States Senate that it saved us
from the ignominy of ratification of such an
instrument of international double-crossing.
Thus began uur process of disillusionment.

The next step in our education as a par-
ticipant in Europe’s affairs had to do with
war debts. At the outset of our plunge into
the war, our participation had to be con-
fined to providing munitions and supplies.
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For this huge sums of money were needed.
We supplied them upon a munificent scale,
At the time there was little or no thought of
their ultimate repayment. We never, in any
way, pressed the matter. But when the war
was over, wholly upon their own initiative,
our associates In the war declared that the
sums we had advanced were in the nature of
loans, and they themselves proposed settle-
ment. Separate agreements were made, and,
on our part, of a most generous character.
To the accompaniment of a steady flow of
propaganda, designed to belittle and mini-
mize the importance of our participation in
the war, the ensulng years saw the gradual
repudiation of these debts. This lesson in
disillusionment produced the Johnson Act,
forbldding any future extension of credit, by
the United States, to any nation that had
defaulted on its World War debts. No enact-
ment is more firmly buttressed by solid pub-
lic opinion. Our education was progressing.

Then came the final chapter in the story
of our enlightenment. In 1931, Japan, in
flagrant deflance of the terms of the Nine
Power Pact dealing with the preservation
o the integrity of territorial boundaries in
the Pacific area, undertook the subjuga-
tion of Manchuria. Both Great Britain and
the United States were signatories to that
pact. Secretly encouraged to do so by
Great Britain, we made strong protest
against Japan's indefensible attack upon
the integrity of China. We had every right
to expect vigorous and decisive support
from the British Government, Not only
was this not forthcoming, but the then
British Minister for Foreign Affairs found
occasion, upon the floor of the House of
Commons, to attempt to justify Japan in
her repudiation of her pledged word. Re-
gardless of the embarrassment to us and
the impairment of our prestige in the Far
East, England had decided that her in-
terests would be better served by letting
Japan sate her appetite for expansion in
Manchuria, in the obvious hope that this
would make south China—where British
interests were greatest—safe for, at least,
the immediate future. The callousness with
which selfish British interests were pursued
in this affair completed ocur education.

The net effect of all this has been to drive
in on the Americaa consciousness, with re=-
newed vigor and convineing emphasis, the
wisdom of George Washington's warnings
to his fellow countrymen, upon the eve of
his withdrawal from public affairs, against
involvement in European quarrels. So gen-
eral has this feeling among Americans be-
come that I dare say no proposal could be
submitted to the American people to whith
a more nearly unanimous negative answer
would be made than to the question: “"Do
you want to send another army to Europe
and fight in another of Eurcpe’s wars?”

There is yet another angle to this pressing
guestion of natlonal defense upon which
public enlightenment has made notable
progress. We are at last beginning to ap-
preciate, at its full significance, the incal-
culable value of our insular position. Long,
long years ago, Britaln learned the military
value of her insular positlon and capitalized
upon that knowledge. She knew that she
would be safe in her island home if she con-
trolled the seas with which she was sur-
rounded. She achieved that control, and for
centuries her soil has been free from the
foot of the invader. But, so narrow were
the seas upon which her safety depended, the
invention of the airplane substantially de-
stroyed this security, and Britain has in
effect become a part of continental Europe
in a military sense,

But our margin of safety is not narrow.
Vast oceans intervene between us and pos-
sible enemies, whether they come from the
east or the west. Even in the event of
wholly unexpected developments in aerial
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navigation, it will never be possible to make
a decisive attack upon us by air. The worst
we have to fear from that direction would
be isolated ralds of no real military signifi-
cance, We can, therefore, take for our own
the historic British formula for security.
Achieving and maintaining a superlority over
any enemy or combination of enemies on the
high seas, we can make ourselves safe from
attack and keep the entire western world
secure against the totalitarians. The readi-
ness with which the American public has
accepted proposals for rapid expansion of our
sea power and the unanimous fashion in
which these proposals have been treated by
Congress attest to the universality of this
point of view.

Mr,. TOBEY. Mr. President, the world-
wide post-war depression which, in the
natural and inevitable course of its de-
velopment, reached this country in 1929,
bringing in its wake untold sufferings,
hunger, and want, further served to con-
vince the people that our meddling in
the affairs of Europe had been a tragic
mistake. Too late we realized that our
founding fathers had the right idea when
they warned this country against for-
eign entanglements. Too late we re-
membered George Washington’s parting
adxslce in his Farewell Address when he
said:

Against the insidious wiles of foreign in-
fluence * * * the jealousy of a free peo-
ple ought to be constantly awake, since
histbry and experience prove that foreign in-
fluence is one of the most powerful foes of
republican government.

Too late we remembered John Adams’
advice:

We ought to lay it down as a first principle
and maxim never to be forgotten to main-

tain entire neutrality in all future European
wars.

Too late we remembered Thomas Jef-
ferson’s words:

I have ever deemed it fundamental for
the United States never to take active part
in the quarrels of Europe, Their political
interests are entirely distinct from ours.
They are nations of eternal war. (Writings,
vol. 15, p. 436.)

The American people realized that they
had been the unwilling dupes of foreign
propaganda, but they resolved with
Woodrow Wilson that “this must never
happen again!”

That is, in a few words, a brief sketch
of the setting wherein the idea of our
present neutrality legislation was born.
As rapid developments in Europe seemed
to point to another World War in the
near future and our people became justly
alarmed, the Government could not ig-
nore the repeated demands of our fellow
countrymen for safeguards that would
prevent forevermore sympathetic em-
broilment of any kind in foreign wars
and especially the sending of another ex-
peditionary force to foreign lands.

Accordingly, the period of 1935-39 saw
the growth of rigid neutrality laws, based
on a searching study of the causes of our
involvement in the last war and calcu-
lated to nip all future war hysteria in the
bud by preventing incidents that would
tend to embroil us in foreign conflicts.

Neutrality legislation was not a new
development in this country. This Na-
tion had been a pioneer in passing stat-
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utes designed to insure our neutrality;
this Nation had, as far back as 1794,
passed domestic laws designed to help us
to live up to our obligations in the family
of nations.

However, the recent neutrality laws
went further than any neutrality legisla-
tion had ever gone before. So great was
our desire to stay out of future foreign
entanglements that we were willing to
make tremendous sacrifices in our world
trade in order to avoid all incidents likely
to develop war hysteria in this country.
We went further than neutrality requires
us to go. Neutrality never meant that
a neutral nation has to eall in its ships in
time of war. Still, we decided to do that,
so extreme was our desire to avoid par-
ticipation in foreign wars.

Perhaps we went too far in that legis-
lation. Perhaps it is not a sound policy
to give belligerents carte blanche to do
as they please during a war. The mod-
ern tendency is to encroach on the rights
of belligerents, and that seems to be in
accord with progressive civilization, be-
cause the contrary tends to make war too
attractive for nations. If the adminis-
tration’s purpose was simply to eliminate
this superimposition upon the concept of
neutrality, as known to international law,
I might be inclined to support such a
revision, but that is evidently not the
purpose of the suggested changes,  and
we all realize that the administration
could not, with very good grace, advocate
at this late hour a resort to the true con-
cept of neutrality as known to interna-
tional law. Be that as it may, the fact
is that we had a perfect right, if we
chose, to be more neutral than the law of
nations required us to be. Furthermore,
such a strict neutrality law may be justi-
fied because of the fact that our close
ties of friendship with England make it
very difficult for us to adhere to neutral-
ity in a war in which England is involved.
This superimposition on the concept of
neutrality may be a necessary safeguard
to insure our neutrality status in such
circumstances.

The fact remains, however, that this
law represented the viewpoint of the
great majority of our present statesmen
and that it met with the approval of the
country as a whole.

Mr. President, if you have any doubt
of the accuracy of that statement, the
quotations I am about to read should soon
dispel it.

In connection with his approval of the
Neutrality Act of 1935, President Roose-
velt said:

I have approved this joint resolution be-
cause it was intended as an expression of the
fixed desire of the Government and the peo-
ple of the United States to avoid any action
which might involve us in war,

The policy of the Government is definitely
committed to the maintenance of peace and
the avoidence of any entanglements which
would lead us into conflict. At the same
time, it is the policy of the Government by
every peaceful means and without any en-
tanglements to cooperate with other simi-
larly minded governments to promote peace.
(New York Times, September 1, 1835, p. 1.)

When he approved the Neutrality Act
of 1936, President Roosevelt said:

By the resolution approved August 31,
1935, a definite step was taken toward en-
abling this country to maintain its neutral-
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ity and avoid being drawn into wars involv-
ing other nations,

It is true that the highly moral duty I have
urged on other people of restricting their
exports of essential war materials to either
belligerent to approximately the normal
peacetime basis has not been the subject of
legislation. Nevertheless, it is clear to me
that greatly to exceed that basis with the
result of earning profis not possible during
peace and especially with the result of giving
actual assistance to the carrying on of war
would serve to magnify the very evil of war
which we seek to prevent. This being my
view, I renew the appeal made last October
to the American people that they so conduct
their trade with belligerent nations that it
cannot be said that they are seizing new
opportunities for profit or that by changing
their peacetime trade they gave aid to the
continuation of war. (New York Times,
March 1, 1936, p. 1.)

When the President approved the Neu-
trality Act of 1939, he made no statement
of policy. The New York Times of No-
vember 5, 1939, page 42, commented as
follows:

The President signed the resclution and
issued his proclamation without any state-
ment of policy other than that contained in
his definition of the combat area. As for
policy, he stood on his statement at his press
conference yesterday that the new law re-
turned the United States to its traditional
position of neutrality.

In a special message to Congress on
September 21, 1939, the President said:

I say this, because with the repeal of the
embargo, this Government clearly and defi-
nitely will insist that American citizens and
American ships keep away from the immedi-
ate perils of the actual zones of con-
flict, * * * I believe that American
merchant vessels should, so far as possible,
be restricted from entering danger zones.

As late as October 4, 1941, in an article
in Collier’s, President Roosevelt said:

This time, after a protracted debate, the
recommendations were adopted and a new
neutrality law was passed on November 3,
1939—a month and a half after my appeal.

The adoption of these recommendations
offered greater safeguards than we had before,
to protect American lives and property from
destruction, and in that way tended to avoid
the incidents and controversies likely to draw
us into the conflict, as it had done in the last
World War.

All those statements were in accord
with his previously announced position as
evidenced, for instance, by his Chau-
tauqua address on August 14, 1936, when
he said to the voters of the country:

Nevertheless, if war should hreak out again
in the Continent, let us not blink at the fact
that we should find in this country thou-
sands of Americans who, seeking immediate
riches—fool’s gold—would attempt to break
down or evade our neutrality,

They would tell you—unfortunately, their
views would get wide publicity—that if they
cculd produce and ship this and that and the
other article to belligerent nations, the un-
employed of America would all find work.
They would tell you that if they could extend
credit to warring nations, that credit would
be used in the United States to build homes
and factories and pay our debts; they would
tell you that America once more would cap-
ture the trade of the world. It would be hard
to resist that clamor. It would be hard for
Americans, I fear, to lock beyond, to realize
the inevitable penalties that come from a
false prosperity. To resist the clamor of that
greed, if war should come, would require the
unswerving support of all Americans who love
peace,
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If we face the choice of profits or peace—
the Nation will answer—must answer—"“We
choose peace.” It is the duty of all of us to
encourage such a body of public opinion In
this country that the answer will be. clear
and, for all practical purposes, unanimous.

With that wise and experienced man, who
is our Secretary of State, whose statesman-
ship has met with such wide approval, I have
thought and worked long and hard on the
problem of keeping the United States at
peace. But all the wisdom of America is not
to be found in the White House or the De-
partment of State. We need the meditation
and prayer and positive support of the peo-
ple of America to go along with us in seek~
ing peace.

President Roosevelt was not alone in
holding those views. I shall ask to have
inserted in the REcorD as part of my re-
marks statements made by a number of
Senators expressing their approval of the
purpose of the Neutrality Act of 1939.
Even when the process of emasculation of
the present neutrality legislation was be-
gun, namely, with the repeal of the arms
embargo, the Senators to whom I refer
expressed adherence to neutrality and
many pledged to keep America out of war.

I ask unanimous consent to have these
statements inserted in the Recorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECcORD, as follows:

ANDREWS, CHARLES (Florida): "By this time
we should learn that it is not the duty of
America to try to bring about the moral
reformation of the world, particularly when
we find that nearly half the civilized world
resents it.” (ConcREssioNAL Recomp, vol. 85,
Pp. 684, October 21, 1839.)

AvusTiN, WaRREN R. (Vermont)—inserted in
Recorp October 27, 1939, speech made during
election campaign of 1938 before the Execu-
tives Club of Chicago. In speech he sald:
“Neutrality cannot be confined to acts of
governors. When economic participation ex-
presses popular sympathy with one side only,
the government is not neutral, however pa-
cific governors may be.” (CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, vol. 85, pp. 1004-1005, October 27, 1939.)

Baney, Jostam W. (North Carolina) : *I will
say that the chief motive that induced me
to give my allegiance to the cause of sup-
porting the pending joint resolution was
precisely the proposition to withdraw from
the waters of the earth our ships, whereby
there might be i::cidents that would arouse
our people and change them f{rom their
blessed state of desire for peace into a state
of contention as to our rights, and finally,
into a possible disposition to assert them, go
forth in our strength, and pay the price.

“We are not going to get into this war.
It is a European war. It is not our war,
* * *» If we were to get into it, I should
think we were the greatest pack of fools
history ever recorded.” (CoNGREssIONAL REC-
OrD, Vol. 85, pp. 245-246, October 10, 1939.)

BArBOUR, W. WaARREN (New Jersey): “What
is the best course for the United States in
this eritical moment?

“First of all, to keep out of any European
war,

“Second. With that consideration in mind,
g0 to shape our acts as to reduce to an abso-
lute minimum the chances that we may be
dragged into the war, as we were into the
World War, by attacks on American ships
engaged in carrying supplies to belligerents.

“Third. After charting our course by these
acts and purposes, to go our own peaceful
way both on the high seas and at home,
meanwhile strengthening our defenses t. the
point where no other nation or group of
nations may attack us with impunity.

“We ought to know by this time—and X
think we do—that we cannot change the
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habits of the Old World, which has been
going to war since before the dawn of re-
corded history over much the same causes.”
(CowcrEssioNAL Recorp, vol. 85, p. 638, Octo=-
ber 20, 1839.)

Bargrey, ArseN W. (Eentucky): “Why
were our people aroused? * * *

“Because one of the belligerents in the
Eurcpean war was engaged in ruthless war-
fare against our commerce and our citizens
and the rights which they had enjoyed for
more than a century.

“The law which we are now proposing
would have prevented these attacks uponm,
and losses of, property and lives, because both
property and lives would have been withheld
from the regions of danger resulting in their
destruction or attack on them. The law we
are proposing will keep American ships and
American zargoes and American sallors and
American travelers out of present regions of
danger.” (CowNcerEssioNAL REcorp, vol. 85, p.
607, October 19, 1939.)

“So far as I am concerned, Mr. President,
I am not interested In what England wants
or does not want, or what Hitler wants or
does not want.. * * * I do not want any
Member of the Senate to be actuated by the
desire of either side as to what we shall do
with the embargo and the neutrality law. I
certainly am not actuated by any desire on
the part of either side.” (Vol. 85, p. 729,
October 23, 1939.)

BrewsTER, RALPH (then Representative
from Maine): “How to keep America out of
war is the fundamental issue. There is gen-
eral agreement that we were drawn into the
last war by three primary causes. War pas-
slons were Inflamed by the sinking of Ameri-
can ships carrying supplies to belligerents
and by the drowning of American passengers
on belligerent ships. Our self-interest was
aroused by large credits to the Allies and the
possibility of their loss. Each of these causes
is removed by the pending legislation.”
(CongrEsstoNAL Recomrn, vol. 85, p. 1323,
October 2, 1939.)

“America can keep out of this war and the
restriction on shipping and credits will be
most helpful to this end we all alike desire.”
(ConcrEssioNAL Recorp, vol. 85, p. 1323,
October 2, 1839.)

BrownN, PRENTISS M. (Michigan) : “I do not
think it is essential or necessary to the peace
and security of the United States for the
Allles to win. I put it this way: 1 think it 1s
better for the peace and security of the people
of the United States for the Allles to win;
but 1 do not think it is essential to our peace
and security. * * *

“Because danger is now so remote, 1 say that
there is no necessity of our taking up arms,
for I do not believe that in the event of suc-
cess, even complete success, upon the part
of Germany she could dominate the North
American Continent or the South American
Continent, * * *

“We could take care of ourselves if Germany
should dominate Canada. We could take
care of ourselves if Germany should destroy
or capture the British Fleet. We could take
care of ourselves if the Germanic powers
should dominate Europe. We do not want to
see any of these things happen; but, in my
judgment, none of these considerations are
of sufficient force to justify us even in con-
sidering entrance into this war. * * ¢

“ We are not threatened with attack. Even
if Germany now foollshly desired to provoke
the world’s powerful nation by assaulting us,
she could not do it. If we go into this war,
we shall do so of our own free will. None
but the people of the United States will de-
cide that question."” (CoONGRESSIONAL REC-
omrp, vol. 85, pp. 644-645, October 20, 1939.)

Byrnes, James F. (South Carolina): “So far
as the Senator from South Carclina is con-
cerned, I voted for the war resolution (World
War), not to make the world safe for democ-
racy, not at the behest of munitions makers
or bankers, but because the German Govern-
ment, after continued protests from this
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Nation, continued to sink American ships,
kill American citizens, and destroy American
property. I voted as the people of America
wanted the Congress to vote, to protect the
lives and the property of American cltizens
whenever they are upon the high seas on
peéaceful mission bent.” (Vol. 85 p. T32,
Octobar 23, 19389.)

Caraway, HatTie W. (Arkansas). (Quoted
in newspaper article in Washington Fost of
October 8, 1939, inserted in Appendix by
Senator Byrnes):

“I feel very deeply on the subject of neu-
trality. I don't want to see the son of any
American mother go to war. * *= *

“If 1 thought chat repeal of the embargo
would lead us into wat, I certainly would not
vote for it. But I believe, with the restric-
tion the President’s bill carries on American
shipping to war zones and the cash-and-carry
provisions on all shipments to belligerents,
that it, if anything will, will keep us out of
war.” (CowncrEssiowaL Recorp, vol. 85, p. 228,
Appendix, October 10, 1939.)

CHANDLER, ALBERT B. (Ecntucky): "I want
to say to the Senator from Minnesota, how-
ever, that he may stand by the side of the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLey|; that I
will never vote, as a Member of the Senate, to
send the boys of America to fight anybody's
European war.” (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vOl.
85, p. 423, October 14, 1939) »

Cuavez, DEnnis (New Mexico): “I have
heard the argument advanced that we are no
longer able to live In an atmosphere of de-
tachment from Europe's problems. Yet, what
does history teach us in this regard? For
some 400 years England, separated from the
continent of Europe by the English Channel,
a body of water only 22 miles wide, has been
able to withdraw at will from the internal
affairs of the mainland, remaining secure in
her insularity from exterior invasion or ag-

on. * * * [ for one, feel annoyed at
tim.s when I hear the expression that we have
to depend upon the British Navy for our peace.
How much more fortunate are we in our
geographical situation when it 1s considered
that not a mere 22 miles of water, but an
ocean of 3,000 miles, helps us to maintain a
strategical impregnability.” (CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, vol. 85, p. 316, October 132, 1939.)

ConmaLLy, Tom (Texas): “Why are we en-
acting this legislation? It is not with the
purpose of getting us into war; it is to keep
us out of war. By this measure we are saying
to American citizens, "You cannot travel to
nations at war! We are telllng American
shipping interests, "You cannot go to nations
at war. We go further than that; we give
the President the power to superimpose on top
of that a declaration of combat areas, and
when they are once established, no citizen
and no ship can go into those combat areas.”
(ComncrEssiONAL Recorp, vol. 85, p. 441, Oc-
tober 14, 1939.)

“American ships, when they go to sea with
commerce destined for the nations at war, will
be sunk, perhaps, by submarines, regardless of
the oratory of those upon those sghips or of
those of us here at home.” (CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, vol. 85, p. 83, October 4, 1939.)

“That is not the purpose at all. The pur~
pose is to be absclutely fair and impartial
between the parties. We are not making war
on Hitler, but we do not propose to be his slly
and give him aid and comfort which are denied
under the embargo act to England and
France. That is the answer to the Senator
from Connecticut."” (ConcrESsioNAL RECORD,
val, 85, p. 508, October 17, 1939.)

“We were dragged into the World War. I
say we were dragged in. We did not want

to go In. We were dragged in. We were .

dragged up to ithe door several times and
then we broke away and we would not go in.
Our ships were sunk, our citizens were mur-
dered, just as our ships will be sunk now
and our citizens murdered if the embargo is
kept as it is written now, because our ships
are going to eall from our ports” (Con-
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GRESSIONAL REcorp, vol. 85, p. 82, October 4,
1939.)

DownEey, SHERIDAN (California): “Oh, no,
Mr. President; I say we cannot have a divine
mission to select nations and arm them to
destroy their victims because God has given
to none of uas the intellectual capacity to
dispense such Olympian justice among the
ever-quarreling tribes of Europe and Asla.”
(ConcrEssioNAL ReCorp, vol. 85, p. 915, Octo-
ber 26, 1939.)

“Let us find out where this propaganda
comes from which seeks, In my opinion, to
delude the American people into belleving
that we, the people of the United States,
are dependent upon the British Navy for
our safety here in the New World. I may
say to distinguished Senators that that chal-
lenge, in my opinion, will never be accepted,
because every military expert I have read or
talked to has said that within 1 or 2 years
the United States could be prepared to de-
fend itself and the Monroe Doctrine against
the assault of any possible combination™
(CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 85, p. 179, Octo-
ber 9, 1939.)

““The first statement they (our political and
ruling. classes) generally make s, We must
destroy Hitler, for if we do not, he will come
over here and get us.' In 30 minutes it is
possible to convince any intelligent man that
such a thing is Impossible. I have done it
in the case of almost every pro-British Amer-
fcan citizen with whom I have talked.”
(ConcrEssioNAL Recorp, vol. 85, p. 184, Octo-
ber 9, 1839.)

“I have contended that in a year or so the
purchasing power of the Allles will collapse.
SBeveral million Amerlcans will be working in
war industries for them, and we shall then
have the stern alternative of precipitating a
great crisis of unemployment by shutting off
employment for the Allies or the other yet
more terrible alternative of beginning the
financing of the Allies by credits, as we were
beguiled to do in the last war." (CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, vol. 85, p. 185, October 9, 1939.)

“Can the American people, if we would,
restore democracy and freedom in that foul
cataclysmic Europe which has been devas-
tated now under this one western culture
for a thousand years?” (CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp, vol. 85, p. 185, October 9, 1939.)

Davis, JaMEes J. (Pennsylvania): “The age-
long quarrels of Europe and the rivalries of
power politics are properly not our concern.
‘We should not allow ourselves to take sides
in a struggle which is as old as Europe itself,
even though it is now cloaked under new
names. No false appeal to the high ideallsm
of the American people should draw us into
the present conflict. * * *

“If the United States should become en-
gaged in war, there is every prospect that
we would lose the form of government which
we now enjoy, and that the very principle
of dictatorship which we abhor would be
instituted among us.” (CoNGRESSIONAL REc-
orp, vol. 85, p. 915, October 26, 1839.)

ELLEnDER, ALLEN J, (Louisiana): “In con-
clusion, Mr. President, let us never forget our
own avowed determination to keep America
out of war. We must not permit our respec-
tive constituencies to be swayed by insidious
propaganda that may lead them from the
path of ce.” * * * (CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD, vol. 85, p. 636, October 20, 1939.)

“Speaking for myself, and for other fathers
of fine chaps, I shall not vote, under any
circumstances, to send my son or the sons
of my fellow Americans to fight the battles
of those who inhabit the Old World.” (CoN-
GREssIONAL REcorp, vol. 85, p. 632, October 20,
1939.)

Georce, WaLter F. (Georgia) : "Now I wish
to invite the Senator's attention to the fact
that although credit was not extended di-
rectly by the munition makers, was it not
one of the chief vices of the 1914, 19815, and
1916 period that credit was extended in the
United States for arms, munitions, and war
supplies?
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“Ar. NyE. Yes; I think those of us, includ-
ing the Senator from Georgia, who served
upon the committee to which I have re-
ferred, came very definitely to that conclu-
slon,

“Mr. GeORGE. Of course, I know the Sena-
tor is not unmindful of the fact that in the
measure now before the Senate we have
pressed our ingenuity almost to the breaking
point to prevent the extension of credit for
arms, ammunition, and implements of war.”
(ConcrEssioNAL REcorp, vol. 85, p. 735, Octo-
ber 23, 1839.)

“The point I wanted to bring to the Sena-
tor's attention was that certainly in this
measure now hefore the Senate we have gone
to the utmost—indeed, I know of no great
power in the history of the world that so
exhausted {ts ingenuity ds we have in the
pending resolution—to prevent the building
up of a war economy, at least on a credit
basis, which was the vice of conditions which
arose in the United States between 1914 and
1916, inclusive.” (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
vol. 85, p. 735, October 23, 1939.)

GreeN, THEODORE Francis (Rhode Island),
from radio address inserted in Recorp by
Senator PRENTISS “1. BROWN: .

“I am convinced that the pending pro-
posals will help to keep us out of war, be-
cause they avoid many of the risks and inci-
dents which might bring on war.

“To be sure, these proposals involve sacri=
fices, real sacrifices. * * *

“Yet we must make such sacrifices if we
are to give to our citizens the larger degree
of security which they demand, a security
which we attain only by preventing the occa-
sions which might incite public war feeling."
(ConcrEssioNaL Recorp, vol. 85, pt. II, Ap-
pendix, p. 564, October 27, 1939.)

GurnEY, CEHAN (South Dakota): *“Some of
the good provisions in the joint resclution
as it now stands ire, in my oplnion:

“Pirst. * * * It retains for Amerl-
cans freedom of the seas in peaceful
waters, * * ¢

“Second. It prevents our ships and citizens
from entering danger zones, By these two
actions, keeping Jur merchant marine busy
and out of danger, our Navy is sure of the
assistance of an efficlent merchant marine
so necessary in time of national dan-

er. L] L] -

“Let each Member of Congress make it his
job to instill in the hearts of our people his
own determination that this country will
remain at peace.” (CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
vol. 85, pp. 1008-8, October 27, 1939.)

HerriNg, CLYDE L. (Iowa) (radio address,
inserted in REcorp by Senator BARKLEY):
“The legislation reported by the Senate For-
eign Relatlons Committee * * * is to
reinforce our position as a neutral nation
and make more certain the results which all
desire to accomplish, * * *

“QOur purpose is to strengthen our position
as a neutral, not to weaken it., We do not
propose to abandon neutrality, but to make
it more easily enforceable. * * *

“We desire no war with a forelgn power.
We are prepared to studiously avoid any
possibility of being drawn into the present
war or future wars by remaining absolutely
neutral Iin our International relations.”
(ConcreEssioNal, Recorp, vol. 85, p. 74, Ap-
pendix, October 2, 1939.)

Hmnn, LisTer (Alabama): “What we want to
do is to keep American ships out of the danger
zones, so they will not be subject to seizure,
or any interference or action by Britain or
Germany or any other country. (CoNoRES-
s10NAL Recorn, vol. 85, p. 829, October 25,
1839.)

JounsoN, Epwin C. (Colorado): “Every
Ppossible pressure for peace should be brought
to bear upon the belligerents by neutral
states and the warring nations should be
urged to declare an armistice immediately
s0 that the terms of an honorable peace
might be worked out around the conference
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table. If this war continues millions of
women and children will be starved by the
blockades, millions of men slaughtered at the
front, and billions of taxpayers' dollars will
be squandered. While such a fire rages no
one’s peace will be safe, * * *

“The best insurance for keeping America
out of the European war will be to stop that
war now."” (CoNGRESSIONAL REecorp, vol. 85,
p. 82, October 4, 1939.)

“I have no qualms about voting for the
repeal of the present arms embargo, but when
I vote that legislation out I want to vote re-
strictive legislation in to take its place which
will keep us out of war.” (CONGRESSIONAL
REecorbp, vol, 85, p. 831, October 25, 1939.)

Leg, Josa (Oklahoma): *“The purpose of
the proposed neutrality law is to prevent
war; it is a preventive measure. * * *

“Mr. President, those who have written to
me are laboring under the impression that if
we pass the Pittman measure we are repeal-
ing neutrality. Nothing could be further
from the truth. We are revitalizing neutral-
ity. We are putting more teeth in the Neu-
trality Act than it ever had. * * *" (Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp, vol. 85, p. 1007, October
27, 1939.)

Lucas, Scort W. (Illinois): “I submit that
this is not our war. We must stay out, and
I say that we will stay out because of the
sentiment of the American people at the
present time. Out of the 100,000 telegrams,
postal cards, and letters that have come to my
desk, all from Illinois, there are various views
expressed as to what should or should not be
done with the Embargo Act, but there is not
a single letter in which there is the slightest
trace of the militaristic spirit that some peo-
ple would want us to believe exists in this
country today. Every single one concludes in
one form or another, ‘Mr. Senator, do what
you can to keep us out of war.'” (CONGRES-
sioNaAL REcomp, vol. 85, p. 647, October 20,
1939.)

Lucas, Scorr W. (Illinois) : “I repeat that
so long as I am a Member of the Senate I
will vote, if necessary, billions of dollars for
the defense of our shores, but the senior
Senator from Illinois will never vote a dime
to send American boys across the ocean to
pull the chestnuts of some other nation out
of the international fire. * * *

“Let us stay out, Mr. President, because
when this holocaust of hell has been finished
across the sea, if European civilization is not
destroyed, it will be serlously crippled. The
0Old World will need America to bind up her
wounds and keep civilization fron completely
collapsing.” (ConNGrEssioNAL REecorp, vol. 85,
p. 652, October 20, 1939.)

MavronEY, FraNcis (Connecticut) : “Let me
say at this time, Mr. President, that if there
is reason for any nations in Europe to believe,
or to entertain the serious hope, that at some
later date we may enter this war, no ground
for such belief has been afforded by those
who favor repealing the arms embargo. * * *

“Let me serve notice, if my feeble voice can
in any degree serve notice, that we will not
later treat seriously any cry that we were
willing to sell munitions abrozd for a profit
while there was cash, but would refrain from
selling them when cash was exhausted. I
want to make that statement clear, so I shall
take the time here and now briefly to re-
explain my view on that part of the joint
resolution which is the real bone of conten-
tion.” (CoNcrEsSSIONAL REcorp, vol. 85, p. 501,
October 17, 1939.)

“I do not believe our boys will participate
in this war, or that they will ever engage in
any war across the geas, except by direction of
the vote of the American people., On that I
shall say ‘no.’” (CoNGrRESSIONAL REecorp, vol.
85, p. 503, October 17, 1939.)

“It has been pointed out in the debate by
one distinguished Senator after another that
if we should enter the war we could suffer
regimentation and probably repudiation, as

well as deflation. Let no one mistake the
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possible accuracy of those statements. If we
should enter the war, we probably could not
escape the dangers referred to; but if our
Congress and our country will return to a
reasonable calm and maintain American cour-
age, there will be no regimentation, because
we will not go to war. (CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, vol. 85, p. 503, October 17, 1939.)

McKEeLLAR, EENNETH (Tennessee): "I am
for the repeal of the embargo—

“Because I am for peace, first, last, and
all the time, and believe that the policy
of an embargo is at war with the policy of
peace.” (CONGRESSIONAL REcorD, vol. 85, p.
653, October 20, 1939.)

“Again, Mr, President, I am for the repeal
of the arms embargo because, instead of
the repeal of the Embargo Act being a
step toward war, as is so frequently con=-
tended, it is a step away from war. I be-
lieve that the safeguards in the joint reso-
lution constitute many steps to keep us
out of war. I think the embargo is the
first step toward war.” (CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp, vol, 85, p. 654, October 20, 1939.)

“In conclusion, I wish to say that I shall
never again vote to send our boys into any
European war. I so voted in 1917, but I
shall never again vote that way. I shall
never vote for any war except when an-
other nation attacks us; and a man or a
nation that will not fight when attacked
is not much of a man and not much of
a nation

“In the situation which confronts us in
our dealing with other. nations I wish to
be fair and just to all, but I have but one
thought, one purpose, one ambition. That
is to serve and protect the best interests
of America and Americans, and keep our
blessed and beloved and splendid country
out of war.” (CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol.
85, p. 655, October 20, 1939.)

McNary, CHaries L. (Oregon) (speech
on radio on October 15, inserted in RECORD) :

“I now hear Members of Congress saying
they will never vote for the involvement of
this country in war. But what else can
they do if the events of 1914-17 are repeated?
The important thing is not to undo what we
have done to prevent such a chain of events
from beginning. The wise thing is to prevent
the incidents which force on us the duty of
making such a terrifying decision.” (ConN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 85, p. 307; Appendix,
October 16, 1939.)

MureaY, JaMES (Montana): “The people of
this country have been completely disillu-
sloned by the results of the last war; and
no intelligent, patriotic citizen of this coun-
try today must fail to take the unalterable
position that we at all hazards shall avoid
intermeddling, taking sides, or becoming in-
volved to any degree in the present conflict.”
(CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 85, p. 906, Octo=-
ber 26, 1939.)

“It is plain, however, that the repeal of the
embargo and substitution of the cash-and-
carry plan here proposed is the more likely
to keep us out of war.” (CoNGRESsIONAL REC-
ORD, vol. 85, p. 907, October 26, 1939.)

“Mr. President, if the American people in
this war maintain their neutrality, not on
8 basis of taking sides, but on a just and
legal basis—a basis which conforms to in-
ternational law as we have known it for
hundreds of years, no belligerent nation can
Justly take offense. If we do this I believe
it is as certain as any event of such nature
can be certain that sooner or later this coun-
try will be asked to exercise its good offices
for peace. When that time comes it will
not be difficult for the President of the
United States to suggest the terms which
establish justice between the warring coun-
tries, and, in fact, between all the nations
of the Old World.” (CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
vol. 85, p. 911, October 26, 1939.)

OvERTON, JOEN H. (Louisiana) : *Mr. Pres=-
ident, I want no more European war, and I
take it that no Senator of the United States
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wishes another European war, because if we
do enter into another European war it will be
more disastrous than the last oe, * * *
It may saddle us with a home-made dictator-
ship. Whoever cherishes our civilization,
whoever cherishes our institutions, our prin-
ciples of liberty, of freedom of speech, of
freedom of assembly, and all the glorious
fundamental safeguards of American democ-
racy, ought to shudder and look with horror
upon the prospect of American Involvement
in another European war." (CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, vol. 85, p. 115, October 5, 1939.)

“I think it is idle for us to say that when
that war does come it {s going to be merely a
paper war, * * *

“The cry will be “We w:'l fight the Germans
where the Germans are, on the battlefields of
Europe.! I do not want the United States to
take that chance.” (CoRGRESSIONAL RECORD,
vol. 85, p. 119, October &, 1839.)

RADCLIFFE, GEORGE L. (Maryiand) : “For in-
stance, it has been & gested that we should
refuse to sell to an aggressor, but should be
willing to furnish arms and other supplies
to a nation unjustly attwcked. Determina-
tion as to who is right and who is wrong is
not easy. Respective merits are sometimes
mixed, and besides, the truth can often not
be ascertained, if ever, until after a war is
over, when records which were secret may be
given publicity.” (CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
vol. 85, p. 836, October 26, 1839.)

REep, Cu¥oe M. (Kansas): “Mr. CLarg of
Missouri. I think it is like every other war
that has been fought in Europe in the past
200 years. It is a fight over power politics
and boundaries.

“Mr. Reep. I wish to say to the Senator from
Missouri that if that is his opinion as to the
basis of the present war in Europe, I am in
entire agreement with him.” (CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. vol. 85. p. 280. October 11, 1838.)

Reynowps, Rosert R. (North Carolina):
“Much of our thinking in connection with
the revision of the Neutzality Act has been
based upon the assumption that the war
_ailms of the belligerents are definite and ciear.
As a matter of fact, no one at this moment
can definitely say what the war aims of either
side are, or what either side intends to do
when and if it wins the confliict.” (CoNGRES-
stoNAL Recorp, vol. 85. p. 691, October 21,
1939.

. ¢ ,ask. is this a war to save democracy?
Many competent students have grave doubt
of it, * * * The fact is that about the
cnly real democracy remaining in the world
is right here in the United States * * *
and if we should become involved in i, of
course we would immediately have a dic~
tatorship form of government.” (CoONGREs-
stonaL REecorp, vol. 85, p. 693, October 21,
1939.

Brzjwur, Tom (Tennessee): ‘‘Regardless
of any expressed viewpoint In this particular
it seems to be the unanimous feeling of
the Senate that this is one war America
must stay out of.” (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
vol. 85, p. 828, October 25. 1939.)

I think, therefore, it can be safely sald
that Ameriea is not going to enter this war
regardless of its outcome, and I think that
is the sane and sensible attitude to take.
{CongrEssioNAL REcorp, vol. 85, p. 828, Oc-
tober 25, 1939.)

We have been advised by the leaders in
the American Government for over a cen-
tury that America should avold forelgn en-
tanglements, and this sort of advice has
always been good, but certainly never
sounder advice than at this particular time.
(CongrEssioNAL REcomp, vol. 85, p. 828, Oc-
tober 25, 1939.)

‘We are located in the Western Hemisphere
3,000 miles removed from the scene of this
European conflict. Our chief interest is and
should continue to be the welfare of our
country, our people, and those who exist on
this Hemisphere. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
vol. 85, p. 829, October 25, 1939.)
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TaoMmAs, ELeerT D. (Utah): “Mr. THOMAS
of Utah. So far as I am concérned, I stand
exactly where I think the pending joint
resolution stands. 1 am opposed to giving
credit to any country on earth for war pur-
poses, Is that plain?

“Mr. DownEY. Is that a declaration?

“Mr. Teomas of Utah. That is my stand,
and I think it is perfectly understandable.
The United States of America should not
extend credit; should not allow foreign na-
tions fo obtain credit; should not allow for-
eign nations to sell bonds in our country.
In other words, the wars of foreign nations
should be financed by foreign nations.

“Mr. DowNEY. I am happy to have provoked
that declaration which, I take it, 1s a commit-
ment to the American people. If I under-
stand the Senator from Utah—he now
means—and if I am In error I should Iike to
be corrected—that Iif conditions should de-
velop under which the Allies still needed war
supplies from us and could not pay for them,
he would refuse to grant them credit with
which to buy. Is that what I am to under-
stand? 3

“Mr. THOoMAS of Utah. Certainly. I stand
upon the primary thesis that the United
States should not finance the wars of other
nations. We have quite a task of our own.”
(ConcresstonAL Reconn, vol. 85, pp. 167-168,
October 6, 1939.)

“Those who have thought only of one thing,
the lifting of the embargo, on the assump-
tion that England and France are in need
of airplanes, and that is the whole issue,
fail to see through the act which we are
proposing to pass as a unit. The proposed act
can in no sense be deemed pro-German and
anti-British. It can In no sense be deemed
pro-British and anti-German.” (CONGRES-
s10MAL RECORD, vOl. 85, p. 154, October 6, 1939.)

THoMmAS, ELMER (Oklahoma): “I regret that
history shows that our own beloved country
has made contributions to some of the war
scenes of the madmen of the Eastern Hemi-
sphere.

"But we need not do that again. We are
not obligated to either adjust or act as an
arbiter in the adjustment of the partition
fences in the backyards of either Europe or
of any other nation on earth.” (CoNukes-
SIONAL RECORD, vOl. B5, p. 199, October 9, 1939.)

TruMAN, Harry 8. (Missourl): “The role
of this great Republic is to save civilization.
We must keep out of war. We must keep
out of brawls, hates, and prejudices of that
Old World mess, and to do it we must use
the best brains and judgment of which we
are capable.

“I honestly believe that the proposed
amendment to the present law will come
more nearly doing that (keeping us out
of war) than if the present law is now
amended.” (CoNGRESsIONAL RECORD, vol. 85,
Pp. 202-203, Appendix, October 9, 1939.)

TypINGs, Mittagp E. (Maryland): “Yes.
We are not without sin, and we should not
cast the first stone. The war in Europe is
not our war. It is not necessary for us to
denounce Germany, or England, or France,
or any other country. What is necessary for
us to do is to mind our own business, sell as
usual, and take whatever steps we deem
proper for the protection of our own citi-
zens. When we shall have done that, we
shall do well not to meddle in the kind of
war that is being fought 3,000 miles from
home.” (ConNcreEssioNAL Recomp, vol. 85, p.
805, October 26, 1939.)

Van Nuvs, FrepeErick (Indiana): “I want
the American people listening in to know
that there isn't a one of the majority of the
Senate which will pass this bill, these
amendments, very shortly, but what stands
adamantly against the entrance of the
United States of America into this or any
other foreign war.” (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
vol. 85, p, 246, Appendix, October 11, 1939.)

Waite, Warrace H. (Maine): “This reso-
lution rejects every principle of neutrality;
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it flouts that international lJaw to which the
President appeals to us to return.”” * * *
(ConGrEssIoNAL Recorp, vol. 85, p. 977, Octo-
ber 27, 1939.)

“I am in agreement with the President that
we are not going to war.” (CONGRESSIONAL
Recomp, vol. 85, p. 977, October 27, 1939.)

WAGNER, RoBErT F. (New York): “In my
Jjudgment, to treat some war materials differ-
ently from others would ultimately invite
manipulation of our forelgn trade with an
eye to its effect on the fortunes of the war.
That temptation for meddling and interven-

.tlon can be avoided by a uniform cash-and-

carry practice applicable without discrimi-
nation to all trade with all the warring
nations.” (COMGRESSIONAL REcorp, vol. 85,
Pp. 243, October 10, 1939.)

“If we propose to renew the claims we then
made that complete freedom of the seas In
trading with belligerents is among ‘the most
sacred rights of our Nation and our people,’
then we should make no change in the Neu-
trality Act. But to permit that history to
repeat itself is to generate the gravest menace
to our national interest inherent in the
European war.” (CongRESSIONAL RECORD, vol.
85, p. 241, October 10, 1939.)

“There are not likely to be any great war
purchases in this country. England has de-
termined, contrary to its position in the last
war, that its first purchases will be made in
its dominjons. * * * It has estimated
that England has, including her dominions
and including some credits in South America,
over $10,000,000,000 available with which to
purchase war materials and other necessary
articles in this country to prosecute the war.”
{ConcrEssionaL Recorp, vol. 85, p. 920, Octo-
ber 26, 1939.)

“WirLey, ALExanper (Wlisconsin): Our do-
mestic problems are far more important to
America than Europe's war. Let our news-
papers, radio stations, and motion pictures
concentrate on putting the emphasis of
American attention back where it belongs—
on America.” (CoNcressioNAL Recorp, vol 85,
p- 712, October 23, 1939.)

“The political leadership of America, both
legislative and executive, can give more time
to the consideration of Washington’s advice—
no entangling alllances—remembering that
financial and economic alliances may be as
dangerous to peace as political alliances.”
(ConcrEssioNAL REecorp, vol. 85, p. 712,
October 23, 1939.)

And on March 7, 1841, Senator Georce in
Senate, page 1857, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
sald: "I know that there are some who take
the extreme view that we may go with con-
traband into a country at war, assuming all
the risks; but so long as we have a public
policy, declared- in our neutrality act, to
the contrary, it does not seem to me that the
President would think of asserting such a
power as that. I took great consclation from
his positive statement, made after the intro-
duction of the pending bill, that he would
not think of using convoys, that the use of
convoys would mean war.”

Mr. TOBEY. I need not review the
piecemeal emasculation of our neutrality
legislation by an Administration which
sought to justify its every step in that
direction by the claim that it was moti-
vated by a desire to keep America out
of war. To those of us who objected and
claimed that those gradual changes and
eliminations constituted definite steps to-
ward war, were hurled epithets of
“alarmists!” and “shortsighted politi-
cians!” While parading in the guise of
peace-minded statesmen, Administration
leaders and spokesmen embarked upon
the greatest crusade of mass deceptions
and intrigue that any nation has ever
experienced. Their words were of peace,
but their every action involved war,
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One of the first acts of the President
was to rid himself of advisers who ad-
hered to the traditional policy of non-
interference in the affairs of Europe.
Then he surrounded himself with a clique
of policymakers, not chosen because of
their ability for the tasks assigned to
them but because of their professed ad-
herence to a philosophy of intervention-
ism

Years from now people will wonder

how those individuals succeeded in ob-

taining confirmation by the Congress at
a time when the majority of the Mem-
bers of the Senate and of the House pro-
fessed their allegiance to peace. The
answer is that, like the President, they
were skilled in using words to conceal
their real thoughts, rather than to ex-
press them.

When Frank Knox was seeking con-
firmation as Secretary of the Navy be-
fore the Committee on Naval Affairs of
the Senate, the following colloguy took
place:

Senator Hort If they (our former Allies
in Europe) need men in the United States
to man those mechanized units, would you
favor that?

Colonel Enox. If what?

Senator Horr. If they need our men.

Colonel Enox. No; certainly.

Senator Horr. Under no circumstances?

Colonel Enox. No.

Senator Hort. You would not favor send-
ing any of our boys to Europe under any
circumstances in the present crisis?

Colonel Exox. That is right.

Senator HorT. Even if the vital interests
of the United States can best be served by
sending our boys over there?

Colonel Ewox. Let me say this agailn, so
there will be no doubt about it. My posi-
tion has consistently been from the first that
we ought to ald them in a moral and eco-
nomic way, never in manpower.

Senator Horr. If the moral and economic
way would not be sufficient, for them to win,
would you feel that we should go the rest
of the way?

Colonel Knox, No.

Senator Hort. You do not?

Colonel KEnox. No.

Senator Hovrt, Do you think it should col-
lapse?

Colonel Exox. I hope not.

When Secretary Knox was called to
testify on the lend-lease bill before the
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House, the gentlewoman from Ohio [Mrs.
Borron] asked: “But we can perhaps
convoy ships while we are neutral?” Mr.
Enox replied, “No; in my judgment that
would be an act of war.” (P. 185, House
hearings on H. R. 1776.)

Mr. Knox stated very definitely that he
would not favor sending our troops
abroad even if that policy meant collapse
for Great Britain in this war. On the
strength of his testimony before the com-
mittee when he was up for confirmation,
I, for one, did not hesitate to vote for
his confirmation in the belief that he
would do all in his power to keep the
United States at peace.

Secretary Stimson was equally insist-
ent in stressing his desire to keep this
country out of war, when he appeared
before the Committee on Foreign Affairs
of the House to testify on the lend-lease
bill. He then said;

I am speaking with all seriousness because
I have no more desire to have this country
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get into war than you have. I think that it
(the lend-lease bill) would tend in the di-
rection of the greatest safety of this country,
and a greater prevention of the danger of war.
I think that is all I need to say (p. 118).

That was all he needed to say to lull
into a false sense of security the count-
less millions that relied on his sincerity
in anncuncing his opposition to war.

The high peak of insihcerity and mass
deception, however, was reached in the
last Presidential campaign. One year
ago, the American people throughout the
country went to the polls with promises
of peace still ringing in their ears. Both
major parties had adopted strong and
unequivocal peace planks. For weeks
and months, Mr. Roosevelt and Mr, Will-
kie had been competing with each other
in making more and more vigorous prom-
ises, more and more reassuring promises,
that the American people would not be
driven into the European war. Mr.
Roosevelt repeatedly pledged this in un-
mistakable terms. Here are some of his
campaign promises. At Philadelphia, on
October 23, 1940, the President said:

We are arming ourselves not for any foreign
war. We are arming ourselves not for any
purposes of conguest or intervention In
foreign disputes. I repeat again that I stand
on the platform of our party: “We will not
participate in foreign wars and will not send
our Army, naval, or air forces to fight in
foreign lands outside of the Americas except
in case of attack.”

On October 28, 1940, at New York City,
the President said:

By the Neutrality Act of 1935, and by other
steps, we made it possible to prohibit Amer-
ican citizens from traveling on vessels be-
longing to countries at war. Was that right?
We made it clear that American investors
who put their money into enterprises in for-
eign nations could not call on American war-
ships or soldiers to bail out their investments.
‘Was that right?

We made it clear that ships flying the
American flag could not carry munitions to
a belligerent and that they must stay out
of war zones, Was that right?

And at Boston, on October 30, 1940, the
President said:

And while I am talking to you, fathers
and mothers, I give you one more assurance.
I have said this before, but I shall say it
again and again and again; your boys are
not going to be sent into any foreign wars.

They are going into training to form a force
80 strong that, by its very existence, it will
keep the threat of war far away from our
shores. Yes; the purpose of our defense is
defense.

Again, at Cleveland, on November 2,
1940, as the campaign drew to a close, the
President said:

We know that we are determined to defend
our country, and with our neighbors to defend
this hemisphere. We are strong in our de-
fensy. & % »

The first purpose of our foreign policy is
to keep our country out of war,

J:ind on December 7, 1940, the President
said:

Your President says this, the Nation is not
going to war.

In a voice vibrant with emotional ap-

'peal, and with a ring of sincerity designed

to win votes, Mr. Willkie time and time
again promised to do all in his power to
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keep America out of war. Here are a few
choice excerpts from his campaign ora-
tory. At Cumberland, Md., on October
30, 1940, Mr. Willkie said:

In protecting America, the maintenance
of peace in the Western Hemisphere will be
my objective. * * *

The interests of the United States would
have been better served if the third-term
candidate had been outspokenly for peace and
nonparticipation (earlier) instead of waiting
to pledge it in an election.

At Chicago, on October 22, 1940, Mr.
Willkie said:

One difference (between my foreign policy
and that of the New Deal) is my determina-
tion to stay out of war. I have a real fear
that this administration is heading for war,
and I am against our going to war and will
do all I can to avoid it.

At St. Louis, on October 17, 1940:

We do not want to send our boys over there
again. We cannot and we must not undertake
to maintain by force of arms the peace of
Europe.

At Buffalo, on October 15, 1940:

I favor aid to Britain “short of war,” and
I mean “short of war.”

And again, at Cambridge, Mass., on
October 11, 1940, Mr. Willkie said:

We can have peace, but we must begin to
preserve it. To begin with, we shall not
undertake to fight anybody else’'s wars. Our
boys shall stay out of Europe. Nane of us is
50 simple as to think that Hitler is planning
this moment to send an expeditionary force
across the Atlantic. He is aware that if we
made democracy strong here his own system
of blood and tyranny cannot survive forever,

In addition, Mr. Wendell L. Willkie,
speaking to the Brooklyn Republican
Club, when the Willkie nomination boom
was climaxing, said:

I want to repeat what I have said on sev-
eral previous occasions, that despite cur
wholehearted sympathy for the Allied cause
we must stay out of the war. In the stress of
these times, when our hearts are confused
with emotlon, we must keep our heads clear,
We do not intend to send men from the shores
of this continent to fight in any war, That
is not mere selfishness on our part; we shall
not serve the cause of democracy and human
freedom by becoming involved in the present
war; we shall serve that cause only by keeping
out of the war. I believe in national defensze,
not as a step toward war, but as a protection
against it. It is the duty of the President of
the United States to recognize the determina«
tion of the people to stay out of war and to
do nothing by word or deed that will under-
mine that determination. No man has the
right to use the great powers of the President
to lead the people, indirectly, into war; only
the people through their elected Representa- .
tives can make that awful decision, and there
is no question as to their decision.

After that long record of repeated
promises to keep America out of war,
echoed and reechoed by the President,
his Cabinet members, his spokesmen in
the Congress, his opponent in the last -
Presidential campaign, and reflected in
popular opinion as proven consistently

" by the various polls taken in this coun-

try, which show that at least 80 percent
of the people still adhere to a policy of
nonintervention, would it not be logical
to assume that in a country reputedly
free of executive despotism as our is still
supposed to be all advocacy of our par-
ticipation in war should be practically
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unheard of? But what is the situation
tcday? War fever is at an all-time high.
American blood has been spilled. Bold
interventionists are crying out for an
immediate declaration of war. The
maujority of the Members of Congress are
swayed. They seem to be shaken in
their former loudly expressed convic-
tions. The President has asked for the
immediate repeal of the provision ban-
ning the arming of merchant ships and
has indicated a desire for prompt repeal
of the provisions banning our ships from
combat zones. The people of this coun-
try are confused—torn between a desire
to avenge the deaths of their fellow coun-
trymen and the desire to be fair in plac-
ing the blame squarely where it belongs.
In other words, once more we have been
visited with all the evils which precipi-
tated us into the last World War, and the
imminence of a more ghastly blocd bath
than that of 1917 turns our very
stomachs.

What has come to pass that has
changed the picture so complefely in
the last 2 years? Were our neutrality
laws inherently defective? Could it be
true that 100,000,000 Americans have
been so utterly mistaken? Has our
country’s Territories, possessions, or sov-
ereignty been attacked? Has something
arisen that had not been foreseen by our
statesmen and our fellow countrymen?
The answer to all of those question is an
emphatic “No.” Our neufralily laws werg
not inherently defective. The fact is that
the administration has never given them
a fair chance of success, They have not
even been tried.

Those few provisions that did not lend
themselves to a none-too-conspicuous
evasion have produced excellent results.

For instance, to this day it is still true

that not one American life has been lost
on a merchantman of the United States
not carrying contraband articles of war.
What then is the reason for this war
hysteria?

Any fair-minded person would readily
admit that the remote causes of it all is
the plain fact that President Roosevelt
and his sympathizers never were neutral,
never intended to live either up to the
letter or the spirit of our neutrality laws,
and never intended to have this country
_ play the game fairly and squarely.

They started giving signs of their con-
tempt for our laws from the very begin-
ning of this conflict. First, they asked
for the repeal of the arms embargo.
Then they offered to substitute a .cash-
and-carry provision which plainly dis-
criminated in favor of one belligerent.
The Johnson amendment, which restrict-
ed loans to belligerents under certain cir-
cumstances, then became the object of
their scorn. The lend-lease program,
of course, later made that provision in-
operative. The lend-lease law bound us
hand and foot to Great Britain’s war
effort. Thus, piece by riece our neutral-
ity legislation was emasculated and, by
a queer anomaly, always under the pre-
text that such changes would tend to
keep us out of war, and to save American
lives.

At least the administration went
through the formality of submitting those
issues to the Congress, although their
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passage was assured in a body that has
been known to be for 9 years a rubber
stamp, except for a few notable instances
like the attempt of the President to pack
the Supreme Court, which so aroused the
feelings of the American people. How-
ever, the President did not stop at that.
When he deemed best not to consult Con-
gress, he went ahead and did things his
way, trusting fo-a benevolent clique of
friends in Congress to legitimatize later
his unlawful acts. The transfer of 50
destroyers to England is but one example.

Once assured of 4 more years in the
White House, Franklin Roosevelt’s bold-
ness knew no bounds. He and his Cabinet
members and administration spokesmen
began to speak of our alleged duty to
build a bridge of ships across the ocean
and of our alleged duty to insure delivery
of war supplies we produced and made
available to Britain. Thus they tock, one
after the other, the exact steps that we
noninterventionists had, 2 years before,
predicted they would take.

Reports started circulating that the
administration was convoying or about
to convoy lend-lease materials. At that
time I introduced an anticonvoy amend-
ment in the Senate. Members of Con-
gress started acquainting the people with
the facts. Thousands upon thousands of
letters protesting such steps poured into
the Executive Mansion and into the
offices of Members of Congress. The
administration realized it was treading
dangerous ground, and denials of this
policy were made by the President, by the
Secretary of the Navy, and by Senator
BarxLEY here in the Senate. Then the
administration complained because the
people, it said, did not understand the
dangers confronting them.

Was that the end of our unneutral con-
duct? No. The administration was
bound to have its way despite the wilt of
the people. Evading the Neutrality Act
was not a novel experiment. Had not
the administration transferred Ameri-
can-owned ships to the flag of the Re-
public of Panama since the war besan
and had not the United States armed at
least some of its ships in violation of the
intent of the Neutrality Act?

The naval patrol in the.Atlantic of-
fered a somewhat less safisfactory but
potent means of involvement. Its
scope was extended. Orders were given
to not only report to our Navy the activi-
ties of Axis chips and submarines but to
warn the ships of Great Britain of the
location of their enemies. Thus a seri-
ous unneutral act was committed with-
out the approval of the representatives
of the people.

Still, incidents were not developing
rapidly enough for our war-minded
leaders. The President, in April of this
year, canceled the Red Sea as a combat
area and thus set the stage for the sink-
ing of American-owned ships.

In July of this year the President
usurped more authority and ordered our
troops to occupy Iceland, thereby plac-
ing our ships in belligerent waters and
violating the spirit of the Neutrality Act.
The attacks on our ships that followed
this action had been predicted by non-
interventionists and were nothing but the
logical result of such meddling taetics.
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The occupation of Iceland was allegedly
done to protect the United States, al-
though Iceland is about 2,500 miles from
this country and only 500 miles from the
coast of England.

All the while the great protagonists of
intervention kept beating the war drums.
On May 7 of this year, at a freedom rally
of the Committee to Defend America by
Aiding the Allies, Willkie called for “Less
talk and more action” in eilective aid to
Britain, whether or not it meant convoys.
“The struggle is already upon us,” he said.
“We cannot shut our eyes to it.”

On October 18, last month, Willkie said
that the United States “must abandon
hope for peace.”

On May 7 of this year Secretary Enox
made this startling statement:

All the great resources of this Nation, In-
cluding manpower, are committed to one su-
preme purpose—to see that British sea power
shall not be destroyed.

Who made such a commitment? Cer-
tainly not the Congress. Did Roosevelt
usurp the authority to do this in conver-
sations with King George in the White
House r with Prime Minister Churchill
at their meeting on the high seas? His-
torians will probably furnish us with the
answer to that when it will no longer be
time for us to benefit by that knowledge.

Was that the reason for the President’s
precedent-shattering “shoot first” orders
to the Navy on September 11?

We are all acquainted with the recent
tragic results of the administration's
foreign policy. American blood has been
spilled because of the administration’s
meddling interference and disregard of
this country's solemn duty as a neutral.
All this had been predicted by noninter-
ventionists. Two well-known column-
ists, Mr. Alsop and Mr. Kintner, one of
whom is a cousin of Franklin Roosevelt
and both of whom have received appoint-
ments in the United States Navy, stated
on June 4 in their syndicated column
that the President and the men around
him hoped that the Atlantic patrol would
result in an incident which can be used
as an excuse for taking this country into
war,

It is in this unwholesome atmosphere
of hysteria and deceit that the adminis-
tration again comes to this Congress for
permission to arm merchant ships and to
send our vessels into the war zones. It
would seem that the recent loss of lives
would awaken them from their mental
lethargy and make them realize that no
good will come from further emascula-
tion of our neutrality law. That would
be so if they were genuinely searching for
peace. The fact is, however, that they
are hell -ben’. on war.

I have already quoted at length from
the remarks of various administration
spokesmen who demonstrated with com-
pelling logic back in 1939 how forbidding
our ships to enter the war zones would
tend to keep us out of war. Not one
single meritorious argument has been
advanced fo disprove the logic of that
theory. Whatever incidents have oc-
curred to date have been caused by the
administration’s palpable disregard of
that very policy.

Those who claim that it is necessary
to arm our merchant ships to enable
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them to defend themselves against sub-
marine attacks cannot point to one single
instance wherein an armed merchant-
man successfully protected itself against
attack by a submarine by resort to its
arms. The facts are, to the contrary,
that such arming of neutral merchant-
men invites attack and deprives the neu-
tral ship of its right under the interna-
tional laws to be allowed to proceed un-
molested, providing it is not attempting
to break an effective blockade or to carry
contraband of war.

In view of the administration’s war-
mongering record and reputation for in-
sincerity, is it not more logical to assume
that the administration is seeking noth-
ing but further incidents to fire the fury
and hatreds of the American people and
thus to put them in such a mood that
they will clamor for war?

Mr. President, the issues before us are
not limited to the immediate arming of
merchantmen nor to the repeal of the
war zones. They are much more far-
reaching than that. We have before us
the fundamental issue of war or no war,
and let us make no mistake about that.
That is one mistake that too many of the
Members of this Congress have made in
believing implicitly the Chief Executive’s
reassurances that this and that change in
our neutrality legislation was designed
for peace.

In the present debate this funda-
mental issue of war or no war, although
ably camouflaged, came to the fore in
the arguments of the various proponents
of the present resolution when they
shouted for “freedom of the seas” and re-
echoed Roosevelt’s fiery, picturesque, but
inaccurate words about the “pirates of
the seas.” Of all the administration’s
speakers, I believe that the able Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Barey] made
the most thought-stirring address.

That able Senator who in 1939 said:

We are not going to get into this war; it is
a European war; it is not our war * * =
if we were to get into it I should think we
were the greatest pack of fools history ever

rgcorded. (Vol. 85, pp. 245-248, October 10,
1939.)

Today, while still claiming that he is
“not making an argument for war” ad-
vocates the arming of our merchantmen
and says:

Now hear me Senators a moment., The
seas are not ours, but the rights on the seas
are ours, and the seas are as much ours as
they are anyone else’'s. It Is not a no-man’s
land, It is a part of the duty, it is of the
essence of the mission of the American Re-
public to restore those rights and to re-
establish the reign of lx'v on the high seas
of the world.

Shall we run from this duty? If it is neces-
sary to shoot, let us shoot.

Those are high-sounding phrases, but
they ignore altogether the status of war
and the rights of both belligerents and
neutrals on the high seas. °

The Senator from North Carolina dis-
cussed the sinkings of the ships flying the
Panamanian flag and also of the Robin
Moor, the Lehigh, and the Sessa. Other
Senators discussed the torpedoing of the
Greer and the sinking of the Kearny. A
number of the Senators applied to those
sinkings the epithets of unjustifiable and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

to the Germans those of pirates and as-
sassins. It is easy to call names and
sometimes quite soothing to one’s feelings
and temperament, but the calling of
names adds nothing to the understand-
ing of the subject and often creates preju-
dice and bias that becloud the real issues.

Let us turn for a moment to the con-
sideration of a few elementary principles
of international law that often seem to
go unnoticed in this debate.

I will not quote authorities for every
prineiple I discuss, but I refer you to any
well-known authority on international
law to find corroboration of the accuracy
of my statements. Among the most help-
ful is Oppenheim, especially in his sec-
ond volume on international law
wherein the subject of war is developed.
Oppenheim was an outstanding British
authority on international law, having
taught that subject in the University of
Cambridge for many years. Another
well-known work is Moore’s Digest on
International Law, in eight volumes.

International law is a law for the con-
duct of nations grounded on the general
assent of the nations of the world. For
instance, when this country, after the
Revolutionary War, became accepted as
a nation, it was bound, along with other
nations of the world, by the rules of in-
ternational law in effect at that time.
This Nation cannot withdraw from its
obligations under international law by
warning other nations that it intends to
do so. In other words, international law
is superior to the law of any individual
nation. Whenever general assent, not
necessarily unanimous assent, of nations
exists on a rule or usage, all the nations
of the world are bound thereby regard-
less of whether a particular nation has
assented to that rule. International law
differs from national law in that the
former has no superior legislative body
and no judiciary. It is simply grounded
on general assent of the nations and it
is applied by prize courts, domestic
courts, and international tribunals.

Regardless of how loudly we proclaim
to the world that we are going to treat
the Germans as pirates and that we
will carry contraband articles of war
wherever We want, we cannot thereby
change international law on those sub-
jects nor can we make right by domestic
legislation what international law holds
to be wrong.

Naturally, one nation can limit its own
rights under international law by treaties
with other nations or by the enactment
of domestic laws. That is what we did
in the period of 1935-39, by imposing
upon ourselves a more rigid neutrality
than the law of nations compelled us to
abide by. However, living up to our own
domestic laws or discarding them is our
own business alone and not a matter of
concern for other nations, Living up to
treaty obligations, however, is a matter
of concern for all the signatories of the
particular treaty involved.

Although we are free to limit our rights
under international law by the enact-
ment of domestic laws, we cannot in-
crease our rights under international law
in the same manner. This was well ex-
pressed by Mr, Justice Strong, speaking
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for the Supreme Court of the United
States in the case of the Scotia (14 Wall.
170) in which he said:

Undoubtedly, no single nation can change

the law of the sea. That law is of universal_

obligation and no statute of one or two na-
tions can create obligations for the world.

What were our obligations and rights
as a neutral under international law?

Secretary Stimson has been quoted in
the press as making the ridiculous state-
ment that the law of neutrality did not
mean you had to be impartial. Quite to
the contrary, the fact is that interna-
tional law makes impartiality the first
duty of a neutral; impartiality is the
cardinal rule of neutrality. The unani-
mous view on this subject is that so well
expressed by Oppenheim in volume 2 of
his great work on international law, on
pages 422 and 423. He writes as follows:

Impartiality excludes such assistance and
succor to one of the belligerents as is detri-
mental to the other and, further such in-
juries to one of the belligerents as benefit
the other and * * * it includes active
measures on the part of a neutral for the
purpose of preventing belligerents from mak-
ing use of neutral territories and neutral re-
sources for their military and naval purposes
and of preventing either of them from inter-
fering with his legitimate Intercourse with
the other. But all this does not exhaust the
contents of the duty of impartiality.

For according to the present strict con-
ception of neutrality, the duty of impartiality
excludes in addition all facilities whatever
*for military and naval operations of the
belligerents even if granted to both bellig-
erents allke. * * * The duty of impar-
tiality today comprises abstention from any
active or passive cooperation with bellig-
erents.

Impartiality means legally that you
must live up to such laws as there are
as to a neutral country’s actions in time
of war.

A proclamation of neutrality is usually
issued by the head of a neutral govern-
‘ment at the beginning of hostilities.
President Roosevelt did thdat at the be-
ginning of the recent European war.

Does that mean that ur merchant
ships, under international law, could not
carry guns, ammunition, and what-not
to both belligerents, or even exclusively
to Great Britain and the democracies,
and could not refuse point blank to sell
them to the Axis partners? Decidedly
not. A reutral nation may allow its citi-
zens to carry on trade in as partial a
manner as they wish, and international
law simply requires that the government
itself of a neutral nation take no part
in the discrimination. Under that rule
our merchantmen could have supplied
Great Britain and the democracies with
all the materials they needed. But when
our Government itself became partial,
noticeabl, with thé passag: of the lend-
lease bill making materials available ex-
clusively to the so-called democracies,
the Government definitely went inte the
business itself, definitely took sides in
the conflict and gave Germany the im-
mediate right, under international law,
to declare war on us.

Ever since the passage of the Lend-
Lease Act, certainly, every cargo of war
materials sent officially by this Govern-
ment and destined for one of the bel-

.
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ligerents, represents a gross violation of
international law, every one of these vio-
lations constituted a just cause for war
against us on the part of Germany.

As long as we limit ourselves to repeal-
ing those parts of our neutrality legisla-~
tion which made us more neutral than
the law of nations required us to be, we
were exercising an absolute right under
international law.

For instance, when we repealed the
arms embargo, many of us were con-
vinced that that was an unwise step and
that it would tend to lead us into war, in
the light of what happened in the last
World War. We noninterventionists
predicted that such repeal would have
that effect; and no one can deny, in the
light of recent developments, that it has
led us to the very brink of war. How-
ever, under international law, we had a
right to permit our citizens to ship what-
ever they wanted to Europe.

What, then, are the rights of these
merchantmen in time of war? This
leads us to the consideration of the ques-
tion of, What is freedom of the seas?
Administration leaders and spokesmen
have been speaking eloquently of our
duty to resume our traditional policy of
insisting on the freedom of the seas.
What is our traditional policy? It is
simply the rule of international law on
the matter, and, if it were not, it would
be of no effect whatever.

Freedom of the seas is the right of the
ships of neutral nations to sail the seas
subject, in time of war, to the right of
belligerents to visit and search those
ships and to seize the same in case the
ship is carrying contraband or attempt-
ing to break an effective blockade.

Freedom of the seas never meant that
a neutral government could load its ships
with contraband and insist on an alleged
right to pilot them unmolested through
war zones to deliver their cargo to one of
the belligerents.

When privately owned merchantmen
carry contraband they do so at their own
risk. Either belligerent has a right to
order it to heave to and to examine its
cargo. If the cargo is contraband or
there is probable cause to believe that it
is, the belligerent has the undoubted
right to take that ship to one of the
belligerent’s ports or to a port of an ally
of that belligerent for an adjudication
before a prize court. If the cargo is
found by that court to be contraband,
the belligerent has the undenied right to
confiscate it and the ship.

It is true that no complete list of con-
traband was ever drawn up and given
assent to by the nations of the world,
but some articles are recognized by in-
ternational law to be absolute contra-
band. Among those are arms, equip-
ment for soldiers or battleships, warships,
bombers, pursuit planes, uniforms for
soldiers, and any other goods directly
helpful to a belligerent in prosecuting
the war with greater vigor.

The Supreme Court of the United
States, in the case of the Peterhoff (5
Wall 28), had this to say about contra-
band:

The classification of goods as contraband

or not contraband has much perplexed text-
writers and jurists, A strictly accurate and
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strictly satisfactory classification is perhaps
impracticable; but that which is best sup-
ported by American and English decisions
may be sald to divide all merchandise into
three classes. Of these classes, the first con-
sists of articles manufactured and primarily
and ordinarily used for military purposes in
time of war. The second, of articles which
may be used and are used for purposes of
war or peace, according to circumstances,

_and the third, of articles exclusively used

for peaceful purposes.

Merchandise of the first class destined to
a belligerent country or places occupled by
the army or navy of the belligerent, is always
contraband; merchandise of the second class
is contraband only when actually destined
to the military or naval use of a belligerent;
while merchandise of the third class is not
contraband at all, though liable to seizure
and condemnation for violation of blockade
or seizure, * * * The trade of neutrals
with belligerents in articles not contraband
is absoclutely free unless interrupted by
blockade; the conveyance by neutrals to bel-
ligerents of contraband articles is always un-
lawful, and such articles may always be
seized during transit by sea.

In that case artillery harness, men’s
army bluchers, artillery boots, and Gov-
ernment regulation gray blankets were
held to come fairly under the descrip-
tion of goods primarily and ordinarily
used for military purposes in time of
War.

What happens to a merchantman that
refuses to halt when a belligerent at-
tempts to exercise the right of visit and
search? The belligerent can fire upon it
and even sink it if necessary to prevent
its escape, and international law con-
dones that action. Furthermore, those
belligerent rights may be exercised any-
where on the high seas except in a neu-
tral nation’s territorial waters. However,
those territorial waters in international
law are the 3-mile limit and not an area
proclaimed by a so-called neutral to ex-
tend hundreds of miles at sea.

Those are our traditional views of the
freedom of the seas in wartime, and re-
gardless of how high sounding the pro-
nouncements of administration leaders
may seem, when they speak of our right
to get essential war materials to England
or to the democracies they are not ex-
pounding our traditional policy of free-
dom of the seas but calling for action that
will brand this Nation, along with Nazi
Germany, as one of the greatest violators
of international law of ali times.

Oh, I hold no brief for Hitler. I do
regard Nazi Germany as one of the great-
est violators of international law of all
times. The real present-day break-down
in the observance of international law
began when Germany and Russia and
Italy started sending troops to Spain to
take part in the recent, Spanish revolution
without a declaration of war. Those were
grave violations of their obligation as
neutrals.

I have no doubt as to who is the ag-
gressor in the present European war.
When Hitler started his war with the
avowed aim of redressing the evils con-
tained in the Versailles Treaty he did not
announce a just cause for war under in-
ternativnal law. After all, Germany had
signed that treaty and was bound to its
observance. A war seeking redress of
the evils of the Versailles Treaty is a
policy war and not a war for a just cause
under international law.
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When Hitler invaded Belgium and
other countries he started an unjust war
against those countries and he gave
those countries a just cause for war. In
fact, they did not have to wait for an
invasion; they could have taken offensive
action long before, when there existed a
real threat or likelihood of invasion.
They could then have declared war, and
that would have been a just war. Inter-
national law recognizes as a just cause for
war the defense of a nation’s territory
against invasion, or a real existing threat
thereof. International law also recog-
nizes as a juct cause {cx war a serious at-
tack on a nation’s sovereignty, as when
England boarded our ships to recapture
British seamen at the inception of the
War ol 1812,

Germany has no right to draw a ring
around Iceland, for instance, and an-
nounce it will sink every ship that enters
that zone, because it is plain that Ger-
many has not established an effective
blockade of that area. If we were in
the exercise of our rights under inter-
national law, and our merchantmen were
sunk in such a zone, and that was not
the result of accident but a consistent
policy on the part of Germany, I would
advocate a declaration of war against
Germany immediately. Our sovereignty
would then be attacked and we would
have a just cause for war., Furthermore,
it is not the traditional American policy
to do any pussyfooting on the matter of
freedom of the seas.

However, when our warships are at-
tacked, torpedoed, and sunk by Germany
while they are engage 1 in unneutral con-
duct while they are carrying contra-
band of war fo belligerents or convoying
ships that are engaged in such practices,
or working in conjunction with a bel-
ligerent fleet by announcing the presence
of Axis ships in the vicinity, I cannot
honestly and in good conscience approve
of a declaration of war. We are then
giving Germany a just cause for attack
and we cannot complain.

We cannot declare war because of the
fact that ships flying the Panamanian
flag are sunk, because we have no ground
for complaint under international law.
A ship gets its nationality from its flag
and registry. We have no legal right to
protest the sinking of a ship not of our
registry.

We cannot protest the sinking of the
Steel Seafarer because the result of the
hearings discloses that she was accom-
panied by two other ships that were
armed, and that they were shooting at
the airplanes which sank the Steel Sea-
Jarer. As Senator TAFT has pointed ou’:

She was grouped with a number of other
armed shirs in such a way that it certainly
would be somewhat difficult for any hostile
ship to determine which one it was shoot=
ing at.

Even the Senator from North Carolina
[B«ilé'. BamLey] agreed on this when he
said:

I will agree with the Senator that if a ship
is in an armed convoy it is regarded as part

of the convoy and is just as subject to be shot
down as one of the warships.

The Robin Moor and the Lehigh
presented a different situation. Ger-

many’s acts cannot be justified on the
information that we have on those cases.
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Turning passengers out in open boats a
thousand miles from land is not counte-
nanced by international law. It is inhu-
man. A belligerent may sink a ship which
resists visit and search or seizure, or it
can sink a ship that it has lawfully seized
when it is impossible to take it into port
for an adjudication, because,forinstance,
the presence of enemy ships in the vicin-
ity makes it perilous to do so; but in such
cases the belligerent has to make some
provision for tr> safety of the crew and
passengers. However, let me point out
again that we have not all the facts be-
fore us. Those passengers were, in fact,
picked up, and it may well be that the
presence of enemy ships made it impos-
sible to provide for the safety of passen-
gers, and that Germany in that case re-
lied on the likeliiiood that they would
soon be picked up by those enemy ships.

Furthermore, it ill behooves us to com-
plain of illegal acts, if such they were,
when they were preceded by a whole
series of unneutral acts, of serious viola-
tions of international law on our part.
The principle of “Let him who is without
sin among you cist Lhe first stone” ap-
plies to this situation.

Can we with very good grace say “We
will treat the Germans as pirates for
having turned out in open boats, miles
from shore, the passengers on two of our
ships” when our President has given
orders to our Navy to sink on sight any
Axis ship it may encounter on the high
seas? That is the greatest violation of
international law that has yet been met
with in modern times, to say nothing of
it being an undoubted violation of the
Constitution and a further step toward
the developmeri of a government of men
and not of laws in this country.

Mr. President, in the last 2 weeks, in
a public address delivered by one of the
leaders of the administration, a state-
ment was made which has passed notice
and which has not been commented upon
during this debate. I hold no vindictive-
ness in my heart toward any man, but in
any event this statement made by Secre-
tary of the Navy Frank Knox on Navy
Day is so reprehensible that it might well
be called exhibit A in incongruities and
constitutional misunderstandings. Mr.
Frank Knox, speaking on Navy Day, made
this statement. Hear ye! Hear ye, Sen-
ators! Frank Knox said:

We must make the laws conforra to our
actions.

Before God, Senators, what have we
come to in this country? “We must
make the laws conform to our actions.”
I was brought up in the New England
way, in the American way. I had sup-
posed that it was the function of men in
publie life, charged with the responsibilty
under solemn oath to preserve and pro-
tect and defend the Constitution, to make
their actions conform to the laws—not
the 1941 Knox version—go ahead and
do things, embroil the country in war
by acts of war, and then make the laws
conform to their actions. By that token,
. if that argument is sound, the Governor
of a State can spend $5,000,000 or $10,-
000,000, or any sum he wants to, and
then say to the legislature, “Gentlemen,
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it is incumbent upen you to make the laws
conform to my actions.”

Mr. President, if we want any further
evidence that “his Nation is a totalitarian
state, there it is. That is Hitler’s method.
No man in this Nation, in my judgment,
ever made a statement so at variance
with the oath he took to the Constitution
and so against common sense and parlia-
mentary procedure as to say to an audi-
ence on Navy Day, “We must make the
laws conform to our actions.”

God save this country if that doctrine
permeates public life in America. It is
time for someone to hold out the red
light of warning of disaster and for us to
stop, look, and listen when a man in
public life gives utterance to such words
or echoes such sentiments in his heart.

The President and his supporters have
been repeating, time and time again, that
the Germans are “pirates of the seas.”
The President has tried to justify his
“shoot first” orders on the ground that
past Presidents have issued orders to our
fleet to track down and destroy pirates.
That is pure sophistry and would be a
joke if its effect were not so tragic. Pi-
rates are robbers on the high seas, not
commissioned by any sovereign. Inter-
national law recognizes the right of a na-
tion to destroy pirates, but no one know-
ing the least bit about international law
would ever contend that ships commis-
sioned by the German Government and
engaged in warfare are guilty of piracy.

And now the President comes to us for
permission to arm our merchant ships
and to allow our ships to enter the war
zones. Those ships will be carrying con-
traband articles of war sent officially by
this Government to one of the belliger-
ents. They will be subject to seizure.
Under the “shoot first” orders they will
resist seizure. The fact that they are
armed and under orders to “shoot first”
will give Germany an absolute right, un-
der international law, to sink them on
sight and without trace. No one in his
right mind can fail to foresee that some
of those ships will be sunk, that more
American blood will be spilled, and that
this is nothing but undeclared war. Arti-
cle I of Convention III of the Second
Hague Conference, held in 1907, makes it
unlawful to commence hostilities without
a previous and unequivocal warning,
which may take the form either of a dec-
laration of war stating why the power
concerned has recourse to arms, or of an
ultimatum with a conditional declaration
of war. Let use face the issues in the
traditional American way. Let us put a
halt to this war that the President has de-
clared, or let us declare war in the only
way authorized by the Constitution by
vote of the Congress.

Those who are willing to have our
Navy clear the seas of Axis ships should
not hesitate to demonstrate the courage
of their convictions and vote for a decla-
ration of war. They would thereby be
rendering this country a good service, be-
cause such a declaration would legalize,
under international law, the hostile acts
they are about to authorize. That is
why I will favor having the issue of war
or no war voted on in the Congress at
this time,
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I will vote against such a declaration
of war because I do not believe we have
a just cause for war. We all can see that
to this very hour our territory has not
been invaded. Furthermore, I do not
believe that there exists the slightest
threat of a successful invasion of this
country. I do not believe in the imag-
inary invasion of this hemisphere that
has been predicted as the very next step
in Hitler's conquest of the world.

I do believe Hitler would like to conquer
this country, but I have never heard of
one respected authority on war concede
that such is possible. If we continue
building up our national defense, no con-
queror, no nation or group of nations
would ever dare to attempt it, least of
all Hitler who has built up so many hates
in Europe that he will never be able to
untangle the potential “fifth column”
against him which exists throughout the
continent should he live a thousand
years. Lt. Col. Thomas R. Phillips, of
the General Staff Corps of the United
States Army, wrote recently in the Army
and Navy Journal:

Even if the United States had no harbor
defenses it would be impregnable to invasion,
And this still would be true if our Navy
were inferior to that of an invading power.
* * * The bomber has made the American
coast impregnable to invasion.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
SHipsTEAD] recently quoted Admiral G.
Stark, Chief of Naval Operations, as
stating that America is in no danger of
invasion as long as it maintains strong
air and naval forces.

I would not vote for a declaration of
war on the ground that Germany would
wage an economic war against us, be-
cause I do not believe Germany would
successfully do that. No less an author-
ity than Bernard Baruch has testified
that even though Hitler should win a
technical military victory in Europe, Ger-
many and not the United States would be
the loser of the economic campaign for
world trade.

I would not vote for a declaration of
war because our sovereignty has not been
attacked and because we, at this time,
not Germany, are the aggressor.

Oh, I know some of our armchair pa-
triots will brand me as traitorous for
claiming that we are waging an unjust
war against Germany at this time. Let
me tell you why the possibility of their
doing that does not perturb me in the
least.

Nearly 100 years ago a President of the
United States got us into war by fraud.
In his message t¢ Congress in December
1847 he charged, as he had done when he
began the war, that it had been started
by Mexico, but a Member of the House of
Representatives, newly arrived from the
“sticks,” gave the President the lie, charg-
ing on January 12, 1848, that his message
was “from beginning to end the sheerest
deception.” This “hick” Member of the
House of Representatives had already
voted—January 3, 1848—for a resolution
declaring that the war had been “un-
necessarily and unconstitutionally begun
by the President of the United States,”
and in a later speech, dated February 15,
1848, he asked why the Constitution
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vested in Congress exclusively the power
to declare war, and replying to his own
question: So no one man can plunge the
country into war as kings have done. I
urge you to read in the Congressional
Globe how that Member of the House
of Representatives cut through the sham
of the President’s message of December
1847. Of course, that Member of the
House of Representatives did not escape
vilification. Thus for instance in the
Illinois State Register of March 10, 1848,
we read of “his base, dastardly, and trea-
sonable attack on President Polk,” and
“this Benedict Arnold of our district.”
However, 1, years went by and then what
happened? The “hick” Congressman
who in 1848 had denounced Polk, became
President of the United States. He was
Abraham Lincoln of EKentucky, today
honored throughout this country as one
of the greatest Presidents we ever had,
and throughout the world as one of the
preeminently honest men in the public
life of our country.

I would not favor a declaration of war
on the ground that we will spread the
four freedoms throughout the world be-
cause that would be a policy war and not
a war recognized as just under interna-
tional law.

I would not favor a war against Ger-
many on the ground that Hitler is perse-
cuting minorities, much as I abhor such
tactics, because again this would not be
a juridically recognized just cause under
international law. Furthermore, such
persecutions contain the seed of their
own destruction. A great author, writ-
ing on the persecutions of the first Chris-
tians by the Romans, and realizing the
number of Christians increased despite
the brutal slayings, exclaimed in awe that
“Martyrdom is the seed of Christians.”
Furthermore, I wonder why the advo-
cates of war on that ground were not
heard to demand a declaration of war
against Mexico when in the twenties
Mexico resorted to mass persecutions of
Christians, or against Russia, which for
many years has tried to destroy the very
idea of the existence of a Supreme Being
in the hearts of its citizens, resorting
to mass murders of Christians as a
means.

I would not vote for a declaration of
war, because I promised the people when
I was elected, as most of you present
here today did promise at one time, that
I would not vote to send one of our boys
to die on foreign fields and because I am
more convinced than ever that the great
majority of our people are still opposed
to participation in this war.

I will not vote for a declaration of war,
because I know that war is to be used as a
remedy of last resort and that we have
done nothing to iron out our difficulties

* by other means.

I will uot vote for a declaration of war,
becaus. before doing so, the Nation
should consider the likelihood of success
and because I subscribe to the view ex-
pressed in the following editorial en-
titled “The Fear of Fear” from the July
1941 issue of the Catholic World:

* * * And now for my theory as to

how we can defeat Hitler. It is not an epoch-
making discovery. It will not revolutionlze
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warfare. Don't be disappointed, but it is
really old stuff. Nor is it mine. It is Gen-
eral Grant's. It § Stonewall Jackson's. It
was Meade's at Gettysburg. It was Napo-
leon's and Hannibal's and Julius Caesar’'s and
Alexander’s. Now of course it will come as
an anticlimax., But here it 1s. Don't let
the enemy choose the ground on which you
will fight. Pick your own battlefield. Make
him fight on the field of your choosing.
When you choose, choose a place of advan-
tage to yourself.

In the present circumstances, that is to
say, barring a revolution in Germany, we
cannot do victorlous battle against Hitler in
Europe. If we fight him on his ground, he
may defeat us. If we make him fight us on
our ground, we can destroy him. The
moment Hitler turns his back on Europe
and ventures overseas to the Americas, he
seals his doom. He will leave behind him
110,000,000 rebellious people whom he has
conguered. Add the disgruntled and the dis-
satisfied in Germany; add perhaps 50 per-
cent, If rot 756 percent, of the 40,000,000 in
Italy, and you have 200,000,000 Europeans
who will seize the chance to stick him in
the back. Add, furthermore, Russia, and you
have 375,000,000 malcuntents. Russia may
or may not be a hollow shell economically,
but her 10,000,000 armed men, even if their
armament be outmoded and their officers
incompetent, will be a danger—once the
Fuehrer's back is turned.

I will not vote for a declaration of war
because I know ‘hat before doing so a
nation should seek to determine whether
the war will yield greater benefits than
evils, and I cannot see that it will.

If those who are seeking to involve our
Nation as a shooting participant in the
European war ere successful, what lies
ahead of us? What price war? Tax
burdens far greater than anyone has
visualized. A debt unprecedented, so
staggering in its magnitude as to make
inevitable inflation, the decrease of sav-
ings, life insurance and annuities, the
crippling of trust funds, educational and
charitable institutions, and the repudia-
tion of a large part of our national debt,
a depression in industry and finance
which will make the depression of 1931
and 1932 seem mild in comparison; the
sacrifice of miliions of lives of young
American manhood and, what is even
worse, a fragic harvest of mentally in-
capacitated men, brokenhearted moth-
ers, fathers, and families.

We will lose our democratic way of life,
and the liberties and freedoms vouch-
safed us in this Constitution, while in
their place there will arise some Fascist
or Communist form of government,

What a heritage for our children. In
the long years of aftermath of the hell of
it all, those of us still living will turn
back in retrospect to these days, and the
youth of that day will turn and ask us
why we permitted the warmongers of
1941 to push this Nation into the mael-
strom of European intrigue and selfish-
ness.

Let me close with a personal appeal to
each of my colleagues. Whether you be
Democrat or Republican, remember that
each of the great parties assured the
people of America when they sought
their support a year ago that they were
opposed to our participation in the war
and would keep the Nation at peace.

Shall we repudiate that cbligation to-
day and thereby increase the number of
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those throughout the land who cynically
assert that political promises are made
only to get votes, or shall we rise abecve
all political or personal considerations,
all blandishments, all hopes of favor or
fear of disfavor, and by our refusal to
adopt this amendment, the operations
under which in my honest judgment will
be pregnant with death, human misery,
sadness, and disillusionment, give new
courage and hope to the millions of men
and women throughout our land who
abhor war, and who trusted us to live up
to our campaign promises?

Having in mind the disillusionment
which has come to all of us in the after-
math of the war of 1917 and the human
misery and losses that accrued there-
from, and as we visualize the chaos which
is certain to result from our participa-
tion in all-out war, may each of us echo
in his heart the prayer of Kipling:

Lord God of Hosts
Be with us yet
Lest we forget!
Lest we forget!

Mr, BANKHEAD. Mr. President, it is
not my intention to delay a final vote on
the pending measure by explcining at
length the views I entertain on neutrality
legislation. I have been on record since
the 24th day of August 1935, on that
subject.

It will be recalled that in 1934 Musso-
lini decided that he wanted to make
Ethiopia an Italian colony, and regard-
less of the protests of most of the nations
of the world he sent his invading army
into Ethiopia and by reason of the su-
perior number of his trained soldiers and
his better equipment he brought under
his domination the people of Ethiopia.
During the process of conquering Ethi-
opia there was much division among the
countries who belonged to the League of
Nations on the best course to be pursued
by those who were not in sympathy with
Mussolini’s outrageous and unlawful
treatment of another nation. The sub-
ject of neutrality or the part of the
United States in the event o war or wars
grew out of that situation became a sub-
ject of very great interest to ihe United
States.

On August 20, 1935, Senate Joint Reso-
lution 173 was favorably reported by the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
That resolution provided for the prohibi-
tion of the export of arms, ammunition,
and implements of war to belligerent
countries; the prohibition of the trans-
portation of arms, ammunition, and im-
plements of war by vessels of the United
States for the use of belligerent states;
for the registration and licensing of per-
sons engage” in the business of manu-
facturing, exporting, or importing arms,
ammunition, or implements of war; and
restricting travel by American citizens
on belligerent ships during the war. See
CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 79, part
13, Seventy-fourth Congress, first session,
August 20, 1935, page 13795.

On the following day the Senate passed
that resolution. There was no yea-and-
nay vote on its passage. Later the same
resolution was slightly aménded and
passed by the House. On August 23,
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1935, the resolution, as amended, was
laid before the Senate. The late Senator
Pittman, then chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, made the
following brief statement:

Mr., President, I intend to move to concur
in the House amendments. There is only
one material change in them, and that is
limiting the life and effect of the provi-
slon ecarrying an embargo against the ship-
ment of arms to belligerent countries. The
other amendments are immaterial.

The amendment referred to limited the
life of the first section of the bill fo the
29th day of February 1936.

On the adoption of the conference re-
port in the Senate a yea-and-nay vote
was taken on request of Senators NYE,
VANDENBERG, and La FOLLETTE. On Sena-
tor Pittman's motion to concur in the
House amendments to Senate Joint Res-
olution 173 there were 79 yeas and 2
nays. The 2 nays were BANKHEAD and
GERRY (CONGRESSIONAL REecorp, vol. 79,
pt. 13, p. 14434). The vote on the adop-
tion of the conference report covered no
material issue. The 2 votes cast against
the conference report were cast as a re-
sult of opposition to the joint resolution.

During the brief discussion preceding
the final vote, the present senior Senator
from Texas, who is now happily chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee,
expressed views which in part covered
my position; and while the Senator from
Texas did not vote against the passage
of the joint resolution, I am free to say
that what he said on that occasion gave
encouragement and support to my op-
position #o the legislation. I quote in
part from the remarks made by the Sena-
tor from Texas on that cccasion:

Mr. President, I shall not vote against the
" pending joint resolution. I shall support it,
but I do so because it is temporary, and be-
cause it is at least a gesture In the interest
and in behalf of peace. I do not believe the
Committee on Foreign Relations or the Senate
itself has had sufficlent time for delibera-
tion and proper consideration of the joint
resolution.

Mr, President, I pray God that we may
never have another war in which the United
States will be involved. I do not believe that
this joint resolution in and of itself will
make any substantial contribution toward a
realization of that hope. For myself, I think
it unwise to announce the policy stated in
section 1 of the joint resolution. It is a
-straight announcement by statutory law that
the United States, in the event of war any-
where on this earth, will sell neither supplies
nor ammunition to any nation, regardless of
ihe issues involved, and regardless of all other
considerations.

Under international law it is not an un-
neutral act for any nation to sell arms and
ammunition and supplies to any nation at
war. That is not an unneutral act. By this
measure, in section 1, we are judging in ad-
vance every international clash or conflict
which may oceur anywhere on earth.

My own view is that section 1 of the joint
resolution should provide that the President
of the United States, who is charged under
the Constitution with the conduct of our
forelgn relations, should have the power, in
the event of a conflict, in his wisdom to
place an embargo upon the shipment from
this country of arms and ammunition and
supplies. Then the United States would not

entirely abdicate sll of its international
influence.
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Is it an expression of neutrality to say to
two warring natfons, one of which has ambi-
tions for territorial conquest, the other un=-
prepared, the other weak, the other trying to
pursue its own destiny—is it neutral to say
to those nations, “We shall give arms to
neither of you,” thereby insuring the tri-
umph of the prepared nation, the covetous
nation, the ambitious nation, the nation
which seeks by force of arms to impose its
will on a weaker and defenseless nation?

Mr, President, that Is not neutrality; that
is a form of unneutrality. That is a form of
declaration which announces that the United
States will take the side of the strong and
the powerful against the weak, the unpre-
pared, and the defenseless. Why not leave
that determination to the President of the
United States when and if, in his conduct
of our foreign relations, it becomes a sound
American policy for him to take a position
in a crisis of that kind?

- - L] - -

The pending joint resolution of itself does
not mean peace. I want real peace; I want
the United States never to become involved
in war; but the surest way to involve this
country in war is to let the rest of the world
believe that we will fight under no circum-
stances at all. China is a marvelous example
of that sort of attitude.

That is the end of the gquotation from
the splendid argument made by the pres-
ent chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, in 1935, when we
passed the first Neutrality Act.

Mr. President, I distinctly recall that
when I voted against the measure, my
then colleague, Senator Hugo Black, now
Mr. Justice Black, was sitting with me in
the Senate, and he expressed the view
that I was making a mistake in opposing
the neutrality legislation. Numerous
speeches have been made during the
pendency of this measure by very able
Senators who have enlarged upon the
arguments made by the Senator from
Texas [Mr. Connarryl, and who have
added many other strong and effective
reasons in opposition to the provisions
of the present neutrality law. These
speeches have further confirmed my view
that the United States should have com-
plete freedom of action to deal with con-
ditions and circumstances as they may
develon in the course of any war in which
foreign nations may be involved. I have
not changed in any way my views on the
subject as expressed by my vote in 1935
and shall vote in favor of the adoption of
the committee amendment.

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, I have
listened to the debate with a great deal
of interest. Of course, I intend to sup-
port the joint resolution by my vote. I
have heard those of us who will support
the joint resolution called several severe
names. I have heard us called interven-
tionists; I have heard us called war-
mongers. I now get some mail indicat-
ing that I am a murderer. These names,
I find, do not seem to change votes.

I have been greatly impressed by the
apparent sincerity and, as I believe, the
actual sincerity of those who will vote
just the opposite from myself Iam sat-
isfied that they believe what they have
said; and in the main I think most of us
agree, because most of the arguments
made by those who are intending to vote
against the joint resolution are argu-
ments against war in the abstract; and
on that I think all of us can agree.
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Of course, it has been rather bad on
our nerves when they have pointed oul to
us the limping soldiers, and when we were
told that our sons will come home crip-
pled and maimed. Those things may be
true; I do not know. I do not think they
know. I do not think any human being
knows what the ouicome of this struggle
may be. i

1 do believe, however, that there is some
sincerity in America. I have not lost
faith in the people who rule America. I
have not lost faith in the President of the
United States. I have not lost faith in
the Secretary of State of the United
States. I have not lost faith in our naval
and our military leaders, I have listened
to the testimony which has been given
before the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, and I have heard the arguments
produced here. I still am willing to have
faith in America.

The majority of the Members of the
Senate—although not always being the
same persons—but the majority of the
Senate from time to time, changing in
the identity of the votes, has passed the
acts and the resolutions asked for by the
administration. I believe that in so doing
they have been sincere. I think that
those of the opposition, those who oppose
the views the majority hold, should at
least concede to us who vote differently
from them that we are not warmongers,
that we are not in favor of war, that we
are not entirely without information or
capacity to think. It seems to me that, if
we take the position that our friends take
with reference to the President of the
United States, they must say that either
he is unfair or that he is naive, if they
wish to put it that way, or that he is a
traitor to the United States, or they must
say he is foolish.

I believe that the President of the
United States is sincere, and I do not
class him as being without ability. His
record, and the record of the American
people, in their votes of confidence in
him and his conduct, show that the
American people have confidence in him;
and it seems to me that to side-step the
whole question before the American peo-
ple, and simply to argue against war in
the abstract, is not helping the American
people to come to an intelligent con-
clusion as to the issues before them.

These are serious times, and these are
serious issues; and the people of the
United States are entitled to the best
judgment and the best arguments which
can be produced on these issues.

I do not think we should stand back
and say that there should be no war, in
any event, under any conditions. I pre-
sume that such an argument as that was
used before the Revclutionary War, I
presume that there were those who stood
before the people of that time and said,
“No; we are opposed to war.”

Oh, you have such an advantage,
gentlemen, when you just argue against
war. No one is going to contradict you.
But when you come to the question of
principle or the great objectives which
have led nations into war, then you come
to something upon which there may be-
disagreement — honest, straightforward
disagreements. There is a disagreement
today as to whether American ships
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should be armed, should have the right
to be armed.

On that question a great deal of testi-
mony was taken by the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee; and we were told by
those who are specialists, those who
know the situation, that while not many
direct hits by merchantmen may be an-
ticipated, the indirect effect of arming
American ships would be to lessen the
chances that would be taken by subma-
rines and the chances that would be
taken by airplanes in their attacks on
the merchant marine; and those who
have studied that subject believe it is
something that should be done.

However, while I agree with those who
are specialists, my position on the re-
peal of the various provisions of the
Neutrality Act is based upon a different
thought. While I am in favor of the
repeal of the sixth paragraph, I am
more in favor of the repeal of the sec-
ond and third paragraphs. I hear Sen-
ators say that they do not think those
paragraphs should be repealed. It
seems to me that those who refuse fo
concede to American ships the right to
go to the various ports of the world are
taking the position which the President
has said has operated against the inter-
ests of America in the past.

I call attention to the statement of the
President in his address on September 21,
1939. On page 3 of that address he said,
with reference to the conduct of the
American Nation:

The single exception was the policy adopt-
ed by this Nation during the Napoleonic
wars, when, seeking to avold involvement,
we acted for some years under the so-called
Embargo and Nonintercourse Acts. That pol-
fcy turned out to be a disastrous fallure—
first, because it brought our own Nation
close to ruin; and, second, because it was the
major cause of bringing us into active par-
ticipation in European wars in our own War
of 1812.

As this war has developed, with Great
Britain fighting a defensive war, as she
has, and placing her eastern front at the
English Channel instead of in France and
Belgium, it has resulted in Germany
conquering the mainland of Europe; but
Germany has not won the war, and will
not win the war until she conquers the
sea.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Delaware on the
amendment has expired.

Mr. TUNNELL. I shall speak for 10
minutes on the joint resclution.

That is the position in which America
finds itself at this time. It is aiding
Great Pritain in Great Britain's defense,
and Great Britain’s defense is now on the
sea. The submarine has changed inter-
national law. It is true that in the
agreement of London there was on the
part of Germany an acceptance of inter-
national law as it had been known with
reference to the submarine. Of course,
that was when Hitler was not ready to go
to war, Hitler now is in war and ready
for war, and he does not observe the
agreement of the German Nation. That
agreement affects, and is bound to con-
tinue to affect, the struggle for the su-
premacy of the sea.
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I am not among those who are willing
to say to any foreign nation, “You may
prescribe just where American ships may
go. You may say to the people of the
United States that into a body of water
1,600 miles in one direction and 1,500
miles in the other no American ships shall
travel. Hitler, or any other temporary
conqueror of the world, may say that not
only shall a body of water 1,500 or 1,600
miles square be prohibited to American
ships, but no part of the Atlantic Ocean
shall be used by American ships.”

If the pending joint resolution passes,
it will be a question of whether or not the
old rights—the rights which America has
always claimed for the freedom of the
seas—shall be maintained. If Hitler or
any other European conqueror has a right
to say that we shall not use the Atlantic,
what is to prevent one of the nations of
Asia from saying that we shall not use the
Pacific? Then where shall American
shipping go? Where will American ship-
ping then be? Or will it be, as the Presi-
dent has said, driven from the ocean, and
America practically ruined? Where is the
future commerce of America to be if we
may not use the seas?

I am more anxious to see paragraphs
2 and 3 repealed than to see paragraph 6
repealed. I think the shades of Paul
Jones and of Farragut and of all those
great commanders of the American Navy
must be watching us today. I think they
must wonder whether the old spirit of
independence, the idea of America having
the right to use the seas, has passed out
from America. It seems to me that not
only our commerce but our very self-
respect is at stake,

I was glad when I heard the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] say that
he voted against the Neutrality Act when
it was originally passed. It seems to me
that whether what we do at this time is a
cause of war, or whether it is not, there
must come a time when America may
leave its own shores with its own ship-
ping. There must come a time when
America’s stand on the sea will be main-
tained by Americd, even though it may
result in what the President has described
as shooting on the sea.

I am not of those who believe that this
necessarily means sending an expedi-
tionary force to the continent of Europe.
I believe that this is a fight for the con-
trol of the seas. I am not in favor, as I
now see the situation, of voting for an
expeditionary force to go to the continent
of Europe. I do not know whether condi-
tions will ever arise when it would be
advisable for America to take that posi-
tion, but I do believe that the time has
come when American shipping should be
allowed to use the high seas. I believe
there is too much at stake, not only for
the present generation but the genera-
tions which are to come, when we think
of the destruction of commerce, when
we think of the absolute loss of control of
the seas, that America will be pinned
down to its own continent, unable to use
the seas by which it is surrounded, both
to the east and to the west, unable to use
those seas for the purpose of carrying
either our manufactured products or our
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agricultural products to the nations of
the world which may need those products.

Mr. President, it happens that at this
time Great Britain must have our prod-
ucts. In the first instance, as I see it,
if this act shall not be repealed Great
Britain will stand a very good chance of
not being able to compete with the great
armies of Continental Europe. If it is
determined by the gods of war that Great
Britain shall be defeated entirely, if she
shall be overrun, then with what nation
will we trade, to what nation can we look
for assistance in not only getting rid of
our products from a commercial stand-
point, but in maintaining ourselves as
a free nation, and in maintaining the
position to which America has always
adhered, that the seas are free to the flag
of the United States?

Mr. President, I shall vote with a good
deal of satisfaction for the repeal of
sections 2 and 3 of the Neutrality Act
as well as the remainder of the resolution.

Mr. BUNKER. Mr. President, a few
days ago I released to the press a state-
ment of my feelings and position with
respect to the pending joint resolution.
At that time I stated:

In my opinion the security of our freedom
can best be maintained by the repeal of sec~
tions 2, 8, and 6 of the neutrality law. The
Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate
acted wisely in broadening the scope of the
resolution spproved by the House.

In these perilous times the activity of cur
Navy cannot be confined to the wishes cf a
world dictator, and the lives of our eallors
must be protected by the urming of our
merchantmen.

I shall vote for the resolution and the rec-
ommendation of the Senate committee.

Although reluctant to take up the time
of the Senate, I feel it incumbent upon
me to amplify that statement and to
preface my remarks by briefly recalling
that it was just a year ago next week
that the Nation was unfortunately de-
prived of the influence of one of Ne-
vada’s most illustrious statesmen—EKey
Pittman. It fell to the lot of the late
Senator from Nevada to assist in form-
ing the foreign policy of our Government.
As an able and foresighted chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee, he was
instrumental in steering through the
Senate legislation which kept up with the
times and the needs of our foreign affairs.
It was because of his recognition of the
fact that aid to Britain in the form of
matériel is vital to American defense that
he was active in the battle for elimination
of the arms embargo. At that time he
laid the cornerstone for a policy which
must now be furthered by passage of the
joint resolution before the Senate today.

In recent months our foreign policy
has turned to even more definite terms.
By a vote of Congress and with the ap-
proval of a large majority of the Amer-
ican people, we adopted and have pur-
sued the policy of aid to Britain.

The crux of the question before us is
how the repeal of these sections of the
Neutrality Act will implement this na-
tional pelicy. In my opinion, this resolu-
tion before us is simply an elimination
of the inconsistencies of the present sit-
uation resulting from the passage of the
lend-lease bill and the vast appropria=-
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tions voted in order to perform under
the lend-lease legislation. The bill be-
fore the Senate now materially improves
the position of our Nation and follows
our established policy of all-out aid to
Britain, stripped of the limitations now
existing under the law.

I think it not impossible for us to
agree on this one conclusion, that is, as
to the aims and ambitions of world dom-
ination by the German dictator, Adolf
Hitler, Since this is true, and we have
adopted the policy of aid in thwarting
this ambition by applying matériel, it
is only reasonable that we have more or
less chosen up sides in this conflict. I
have never been . follower of or a con-
vert to the theory that any nation could
successfully invade America, but I am
not so sure, assuming that Hitler were
successful in overcoming Russia and
England, that we might not become in-
volved in the defense of thc Western
Hemisphere due fo our time-honored
principle, the Monroe Doctrine.

Not many months ago, after visiting
the grave of the Father of our Country,
and driving along the banks of the Poto-
mac on my way home, I listened to an
address by the Prime Minister of Eng-
land. I shall remember for many years
to come the eloguent words, “Give us
the tools and we will finish the jch.”

Judging from the expressions of my
colleagues, there is little doubt that many
of us took Mr. Churchill at his word,
notwithstanding the fact that sugges-
tions have been made by British generals
of an expeditionary force. We have
every reason to believe that the master
is greater than the servant, and that
the Prime Minister, in his official capac-
ity, speaks for his Government.

As a result of this statement, and in
view of our policy adopted, our position is
very definite and clear-cut; that of pro-
duction. This, therefore, precludes the
argument that there will be another
A. E. F. Like my colleagues in the Sen-
ate, I have an abhorrence of war. But if
my analysis is correct as to what is in-
volved in the amendment now before the
Senate, we are not voting for war but for
freedom from war. We are voting for
freedom of shipping, so that we may fur-
ther our policy to aid England, and thus
keep war from our hemisphere.

I shall vote for the joint resolution
because I feel that the principles upon
which the great democracy of the United
States was founded can best be main-
tained by the repeal of sections 2, 3, and
6 of the Neutrality Act.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, the
American people love peace, and they
hate war. That was the original prem-
ise around which the argument and de-
bate on our foreign policy began several
years ago. But the American people
also love liberty and independence, and
they are intelligent. They have read
reams of printed matter, they have lis-
tened to radio talks, and to speeches at
well-advertised public meetings. They
have reached decisions. The great ma-
jority of our people reach conclusions
by a process of cold reasoning. Some
there are, of course, who are bewildered
by emotional oratorical display, be-
mused by side issues of small impor-
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tance, and bedeviled by appeals to fears,
passions, hatreds, and other emotions.
Here in the Senate we have listened to
2 weeks’ debate upon a bill designed to
repeal the present Neutrality Act. Argu-
ments differ, of course, each Senator
setting forth that which in his own hon-
est judgment is best for the interests
of the people of America and the future
of these United States. As for myself,
at this late hour in the debate I shall
speak only for the RECORD.
WHERE WYOMING STANDS

In a short radio talk made by me over
an N. B. C. hook-up October 1, which
appears in the Appendix of the Rec-
orp of October 27, 1941, I gave my
reasons why I believed we should arm
our. merchant vessels and why they
should be protected by our Navy on the
high seas. That course I considered nec-
essary to implement further our non-
partisan American foreign policy. I also
believed the great majority of the good
people of Wyoming approved of my posi-
tion. That belief was based upon visits
to the State I have the honor, in part,
to represent in the Senate. But, Mr.
President, whatever value may be as-
signed or denied to personal interviews
and correspondence, or Gallup polls,
Hon. Joun J. McINTYRE, who represents
Wyoming in the House of Representa-
tives, recently tock a poll in Wyoming
which convincingly tells how our people
divide on our American foreign policy
and aid to Britain in her struggle to de-
feat Hitler and all he and his allies
stand for. Mr. McINTYRE sent to Wyo-
ming thousands of post cards on which
were certain questions calling for yes or
no answers. None of these cards were
addressed to particular individuals, nor
were they accompanied by any argument
or statement to disclose the views of Mr.
McInTYyRE. The cards were addressed
simply as follows: “Rural, star, or post-
office boxholder—Ilocal,” with request to
answer the gquestions and return the
cards. Postmasters placed these cards
in the boxes of patrons of the post office,
rural carriers placed them in mail boxes
along their rural routes. As a conse-
guence, they were received without pref-
erence by Republicans, Democrats, and
independents; by farmers, ranchers, and
residents of towns and cities. To date
something over 5,000 cards have been
returned.

To the question, “Should the United
States Navy engage in offensive opera-
tions to enforce freedom of the seas?”
83 percent of the replies say “yes” and
17 percent say “no.”

To the question, “Would you favor
full military assistance to Great Britain
hefore accepting her defeat?” 79 percent
of the replies answer “yes” and 21 percent
say “no.”

To this question was added a second-
ary inquiry addressed to those answer-
ing “yes” to the main question, as fol-
lows: *“If so, please indicate whether
because of sympathy for England, or
for the sole object of protecting the
United States, or both.” To this none
answered because of sole sympathy for
Englard, two-thirds of the replies an-
swered for protection of the United
States, and one-third replied for both
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protection of the Unitod States and sym-
pathy for England.

The remaining question reads, “Siould
we attempt to send food for needy peo-
ple in countries occupied by Germany?"
To this question 15 percent answered
“yes” and 85 percent answered “no.”

Mr. President, the population of Wy-
oming is not large. What we lack in
numbers is made up in the high quality
and intelligence of our citizens. Many
of them are descended from ancestors
who lived in America during colonial
days, more of them are second and third
generations of ancestors who came from
Ireland, Scotland, England, Germany,
and other nations of northern Europe,
and a substantial number are more re-
cent arrivals or descendants from par-
ents coming from southern Europe, all
are true sons and daughters of America.
In my humble opinion the people of
Wyoming constitute a true cross-section
of American citizenship at its best.

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. President, in my recent radio ad-
dress I canvassed the often-repeated
charge that the President of the United
States had viclated certain planks in the
national platform upon which he was re-
elected in 1940, and that there was in-
consistency and contradictions in some
of his public utterances on our forefgn
policy. I shall not repeat here what I
said before. To my mind the truth or
falsity of these charges are of little im-
portance in view of the changing world
conditions, and the rising or falling hopes
that democracy can and will survive on
this earth,

If, in the light of further knowledge,
and new perils to the United States, the
President has seen fit to take advanced
ground, I honor him for his courage to
speak and act accordingly. When a
man changes his mind, it is affirmative
proof he has a mind capable of change
with changing circumstances. When a
man never changes his mind, regardiess
of new conditions, we are left to specu-
late whether he has a mind ossified, or
none at all.

Neither do I stop to comment upon
oblique or direct suggestions sometimes
made that the President of the United
States—any President—acts upon mo-
tives other than those he believes to be
for the sole best interest of the United
States, her institutions, and her people.

Mr. President, I, too, hate war. I,
too, have witnessed its horrors, its trag-
edies, its destruction of life and material
wealth, and its dismal and burdensome
after effects. I have a son in the Army,
other sons and grandnephews subject
to the Selective Service Act. There are
many sons of Wyoming mothers and
fathers now in the armed forces of the
United States, and yet many others sub-
ject to eall. I am a man blessed with
many friends. Among that circle of
friends, a circle I ever seek to widen,
there are those who will disagree with
me when I cast my vote to repeal the
Neutrality Act. I shall greatly regret
that disagreement.

NEUTRALITY LAW NOW AIDS HITLER

The neutrality law was enacted in the
hope that thereby we might remain neu-
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fral, and that democracy could never-
theless defeat totalitarianism. It wasen-
acted without knowledge or forecast of
our present dangers. Hitler destroyed
that hope, by the increasing ruthlessness
of his now apparent determination to
dominate the world, and wipe all demoe-
racies from the face of the earth. At
present he seeks to force Japan into a war
with this country, and is content to try
for mastery of the high seas, to patrol
our coasts with his submarines, his'planes,
and his surface raiders, to sink our ships
without warning and send our sailors to
watery graves. All this Hitler does in his
desperate resolve to win the battle of the
Atlantic and defeat England.

If Britain shall be defeated we will
soon stand as sole survivors of the de-
mocracies whose people a few years ago
were giving light and hope to the sons
and daughters of men struggling to abol-
ish human and economic slavery, pov-
erty, injustice, and oppression. Dzmoc-
racies that sought to secure to every soul
freedom of individual choice, freedom of
speech, freedom to publish one’s thoughts,
and freedom to worship God according
to the dictates of his own conscience.

WILL THE LEOPARD CHANGE HIS SPOTS?

Mr. President, if Hitler defeats Britain
and those who fight by her side. will he
not then seek control of South and Cen-
tral American nations, their industry,
their agricultural, mineral, and forest
wealth? Will he not then demand pos-
session of Englisk lands «nd islands in
the Western Hemisphere? Will he not
then pursue his inflexible purpose to
bring “every German soul,” to use his
own language, under the beneficent pro-
tection of the Reich? Will he not then
demand from us huge tribttes to com-
pensate him for damag> done Germany
by us :hrough destruction of his murder
boats and planes, and fcr damage re-
sulting from material aid we rendered
his adversaries through the Lend-Lease
Act? Will he not continue to carry on
by intrigues, by bribery. by deceit, and
other “fifth ecolumn"” methods to weaken
our own democracy and replace it with a
bastardized system leading fo nazi-ism;
and if the process is too slow, seek tu de-
stroy our form of governiaent by force
of arms? Will he not close the seas fo us
to the end we may not import those es-
sentials we cannot produce but which are
vital to our national defense? Flushed
with victory, possessed with the mightiest
army, navy. and air force in the history
of the world, will Hitler suddenly aban-
don that world-domination program he
has written in blood, rapine, and hor-
rors? Will he forget the Treaty of Ver-
sailles? There may be some whe think
he will. They are few in number. As
well expect the leopard to change his
spots, the cougar to cease from killing
merely to smell hot blood, or the voracious
wolverine to suddenly change into a
hunting dog trained to point game but
not to kill.

IF WE ABANDON THE SEAS TO HITLER—WHAT
THEN?

Mr. President, I am convinced that if
we keep open the seas and continue- to
supply those who are fighting him. Hiller
will be defeated over there and never
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come ‘over here. I am convinced that if
Britain fails he will be here sooner or
later—too soon. And if he defeats Brit-
ain we will face rejection or acceptance
of the demands I have just recited. We
may stave him off for a time by repudi-
ating the Monroe Doctrine, by consent-
ing to his acquisition of English posses-
sions and our own strategic bases off our
Atlantic coast line, b, demilitarizing the
Panama Canal and our other Atlantic
and Pacific outposts, by submitting to his
overlordship of the seas, and by sitting
within the confines of continental United
States—
Cabined. cribbed. confined, bound in—

because of our criminal negligence and
delay. Thus enclosed we can only hope
to retain a shadowy United States of
America, the while struggling to keep
alive a few coals in the cold ashes of
demoeracy.
WE CANNOT RISK THE FUTURE

Mr. President, unless we basely sur-
render that which our forefathers be-
queathed to us after heroic sacrifices of
blood and treasure, Hitler, or his military
suceessors, and his totalitarian ideology
will knock at our doors from without and
stab at us from within. When we then
fight, as fight we will, to retain our
liberties, our democracy, and our way of
life, we will be in a war of greater magni-
tude, destruction, and horror than that
now desolating Europe. That war, if it
ever comes, by comparison will make our
own program of help to Britain look like
a tumult in some public hall while speak-
ers are arguing the merits or demerits of
our foreign policy.

Yet a little sleep. a little slumber, a little
folding of the hands to sleep—

So shall thy poverty come as one that
traveleth, and thy want as an armed man.

Mr. President, if we permit Britain to
lose the battle of the /Ftlantic, then
totalitarianism will come as one that
traveleth, end our own destruction as
an armed man whose name is Hitler.

Mr. ADAMS. Mz, President, I regard
this as a very solemn occasion. The fu-
ture of our country is involved, and cer-
tainly the lives of millions of the young
men of the land are involved in the deci-
sion which we are about to make.

The distinguished majority leader, the
Senator from Kentucky |Mr. BARgLEY],
based his final conclusion upon the wel-
fare of his fuur grandchildren. I am
willing to stake my own judgment and
my vote on the welfare of my four grand-
children in this country, and I shall cast
a vote on the pending question which I
think will be for their benefit.

Like the Senator from Kentucky, my
books can be closed tonight, and if they
were closed, {he auditor of my books
would have to say that I had had all
that was coming to me, and even more.
My problem here, so far as I have one,
is to try to play the part of a good citi-
zen, so that those who come after me,
both those for whem I am responsible
and the others, may have a fair deal in
this world.

The title of the Neutrality Act of 1939
was “to preserve the neutrality and the
peace of the United States and to secure
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the safety of its citizens and their in-
terests.”
The preamble began:

Whereas the United States, desiring to
preserve its neutrality in wars between for-
eign states and desiring also to avoid in-
volvement therein, veluntarily imposes upon
its nationals by domestic legislation the re-
strictions set out in this joint resolution.

We are seeking tc¢c amend legislation
passed in the interest of peace, in the
interest of neutrality.

I voted for the Neutrality Act. I was
deeply in favor of the repeal of the arms
embargo. I did not approve those pro-
visions of the act which restricted the
rights of American citizens on the seas.
I voted for them reluctantly, because
they were tied to the repeal of the arms
embargo. I was not impressed with the
arguments made in favor of the limita-
tions upcn our ships and upon our citi-
zens made.on the floor at that time by
those who are now advocating the repeal
of those provisions. I was not impressed
with the arguments made under the
leadership of the great Senator from
Idaho, the lamented Borah, who opposed
the whole act. I was then in favor of
the preservation of the rights of Ameri-
can citizens. If the freedom of the seas
were involved, I should vote to retain
the freedom of the seas.

Mr. President, there has been a com-
plete misunderstanding of the meaning of
the freedom of the sess. The freedom of
the seas belongs to neutrals. The doe-
trine of freedom of the seas is limited in
its application to neutrals. The United
States went to war—why? Because its
rights as a neuiral to freedem of the seas
had been denied. The United States to-
day is not a neutral. Why? We all
know the answer; it has been stated over
and over. We fransferred 50 destroyers
to England which was an unneutral act
We passed the lease and lend bill, an act
specifically designed to aid certain bel-
ligerents. We cccupied Iceland We are
now repairing British warships at our ex-
pense. We have seen the joint statement
of the President of the United States and
the Prime Minister of Great Britain as
to the policies they propose to pursue.
We have seen the repeated declarations of
the President, with which I am not dis-
agreeing, that Hitler and Hitlerism must
be destroyed and removed from the earth
Then an order has been issued by the
Executive to the Navy of the United
States to shoot on sight.

As was pointéd out by the very abile
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypiNes],
such an order is without warrant in the
Constitution of the United States, and I
do not believe the Fresident, as Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy
had the power to issue the order, but fol-
lowing the order there has been shooting
by our vessels on the high seas.

Then we are convoying the merchant
ships of a foreign government. All these
circumstances indicate that we are not
neutral.

It has been said on the floor that neu-
trality is practically a foolish dream.
When we abandon neutrality, however,
we abandon the right to claim the free-
dom of the seas.
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So the situation today must be con-
sidered in the light of the fact that the
United States is no longer a neutral, as
it was in 1939, and that we are a partial
participant in the war. I do not know

~ what term should be applied. It is clear
we are not a neutral; we are trying to
think we are not at war; but we are
affording active aid to one of the bellig-
erents. So we cannot claim the rights
of a neutral.

In 1939 all talked peace. We heard
not a word other than peace. The ques-
tion before the Senate in 1939 was
whether this policy or that policy would
best promote peace. We find speaker
after speaker on the floor of the Sen-
ate today in substance advocating war—
not quite so directly; not, perhaps, in
those words, but we are told that we
should not tolerate the things that have
happened to us, that we should avenge
them, which means fighting. When we
take that position we cannot exercise
the rights of a qualified belligerent in-
svolved in a sort of a quasi-war, and at
the same time claim the rights of
neutrals.

Mr. President, I will go as far as any
other Senator to defend the rights of
the United States. The rights of the
United States! That is not the problem
here. The problem is as to the policy
which the United States shall adopt in
reference to its ships upon the ocean;
whether we shall continue the restric-
tions contained in the Neutrality Act, or
whether we shall repeal those restric-
tions. ;

The distinguished Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Tunnern], like some others,
has said that we cannot allow Hitler to
tell our shipping where it may go. Cer-
tainly we cannot. Nor is there anything
in the Neutrality Act which authorizes
such a course. Under the Neutrality Act
which we are considering, one man, and
only one man, determines the boundaries
beyond which our ships may not go, and
that man is the President of the United
States.

The only limitation upon our ships is
that they shall not go into zones from
which they are excluded by the orders of
the President of the United States.
Every ship of the United States, warship
or mercantile ship, has the right to dis-
regard the zones Mr. Hitler has pre-
seribed. The question is whether we will
take from the President the right we gave
him to proclaim war zones and danger
zones. In no way, if we retain the re-
strictions, do we recognize the outra-
geous insolence of Hitler in seeking to set
aside great areas of the ocean. We
merely are saying that in the interest of
the avoidance of incidents which might
lead to war we think it unwise for Ameri-
can shipping to go within the areas which
the President of the United States
defines.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Colorado on the joint
resolution has expired.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I shall
take an additional 10 minutes on the
amendment.

Mr. President, if we repeal these pro-
visions of the Neutrality Act, it means
that ships will be sunk, that lives will be
lost which would not be lost if we main-
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tained the law as it stands. There can
be no question about that. I think every-
one concedes that if we send our ships
into war zones some of them will be sunk
and lives will be lost. We do not inten-
tionally want to bring about such a con-
dition, of course, but if we repeal the law,
everyone who votes for the repeal will
have a certain responsibility for what
happens.

It is not merely a question of the
lives which will be lost upon the ships
which may go into the war zones; but,
knowing the American people, we know
what their feelings will be. It has been
pointed out that the Spanish-American
War arose from the sinking of one vessel.
The American people outraged by the
sinkings which will occur, will then de-
mand of the Congress, perhaps, a decla-
ration of war and a full entry into the
war. We have lost 100 men through the
sinking of ships. It is now proposed, as a
means of avenging the loss of 100 men,
that we take a course which may mean
the loss of 1,000,000 men.

As was said by the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], war
means death and destruction. That is
what it means, and that is all it means.
We are urged to pursue a course which
may lead us, and probably will lead us,
along the line of death and destruction—
death for our young men and destruc-
tion, perhaps, for our very form of gov-
ernment,

The line is drawn easily by some. I
question the good intent of noman. Ido
question the judgment of some. I am
speaking my own opinion, the result
of much study and much thought. I am
obliged in many ways to my neighbors,
to my friends, to my family, and by the
oath which I took on yonder stand. As
1 view the matter, if I should vote for the
pending joint resolution I would be false
to each of those obligations. That is
merely my judgment. I do not say that
the statement applies to any other
Senator; but I could not vote without
making my position plain.

The other day the question as to
whether we have legal justification for
war was discussed as though war were
a sort of jackpot which one had to have
opening cards to enter. If we want to
get into the war, we do not need any
further excuse. If we do not want to
get in the war, my suggestion is that we
pursue a course which is more likely to
keep us out of war. As I have said, it is
one thing to wage war to defend or en-
force our rights. I do not know of any
cost that we should shrink from incur-
ring in order to defend our rights. It
is another thing to decide that we are
going into the war, not to defend a right
but to accomplish something for some-
body else.

The question is, What is the wise thing
to do? Perhaps we should not say that
a nation may be too proud to fight, but
in some conditions it ought to be too
wise to fight. I am merely interested in
wisdom and in sanity. I am interested
in opposing a program which, in my
judgment, would result in the sacrifice of
millions of American boys. The Senate
and the House have been sending Ameri-
can boys into camp. We are about, I
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fear, to send them into war. Do we ask
them? No. I think the case should be
clear, I think the burden is upon those
who send the boys into the war to be
sure that they are right.

Mr. President, my question is, Is it
necessary for us to make war? The ques-
tion is not, Can we find justification? I
think we should seek justification to stay
out. The United States is strong enough
to choose its own course. 'We are not to
be driven. We do not need to make war
to demonstrate either our strength or
our courage. We do not have to respond
to every insult and every injury by ac-
cepting still greater injury in an effort
to avenge the insult. I do not want to see
our people rush into war in anger for the
purpose of retribution or revenge.

I differ somewhat with the Senator
from Maryland [Mr, Typimncs] as to our
need for greater defense. My own judg-
ment is that at this hour there is not a
nation upon the earth that could success-
fully attack the United States or would
dare to do so. I think no one will dispute
that statement. At this hour Germany
is ringed about with enemies. Japan is
occupied in China, and Italy is helpless.
No one contends that those nations could
attack us now, but it is said that some
other day they may. I say that when
that other day comes the efforts and the
expenditures which are now being made
to provide America with means of de-
fense will have progressed so far that
America will be invincible to any attack
from any possible combination of nations.

We are expending $54,000,000,000 for
defense materials—a colossal program,
With the defense materials which are
being provided, with our Army, with our
Navy, with our natural resources, and
with our manpower, no nation on earth
would dare attack the United States. In
that respect I differ with some of my
friends. I am inclined to think that we
must go back to the days of witcheraft
to find a parallel to present-day condi-
tions. Then the people saw the devil
under every bed. If the hub of a wagon
hit a fence post it was the devil who
moved the fence post over, That is the
situation as I see it today.

In my judgment, the human mind has
an infinite capacity to believe things that
are not so. I for one am prepared to take
the risks involved. I do not share the
apprehension of some as to Hitler's in-
tention toward America. I agree with
them in everything they say as to the
monster’s atrocities in Europe; but he
dare not and cannot reach this country.
There are not enough ships in the ocean,
even with the British Navy and the
French Navy, to bring an army here and
successfully invade America.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Colorado has expired.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, I desire to withdraw the amend-
ment which I have heretofore offered to
the committee amendment, my amend-
ment being to strike out lines 1, 2, and 3
appearing on page 2 of the committee’s
amendment. However, I give notice that
after the disposition of the amendment
which I understand will be cffered by the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THomasl, I
intend to recffer my amendment,
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Mr,. TAFT. Mr. President, when I first
spoke on this resolution I tried to make it
clear that, in my opinion, the passage of
the joint resolution would mean war.
One reason why I believe that is that the
President has shown that his policy is a
war policy and that the powers proposed
to be given to him under the terms of the
joint resolution would be used to carry
out that policy. I believe that that is
shown even more clearly by the speech
which the President made’ yesterday to
the International Labor Organization.
He said:

The American people have made an un-
limited commitment that there shall be a
free world. And against that commitment
no individual and no group shall prevail.

He said practically the same thing in
his Navy Day speech. He said:

The shooting has started. Very simply and
very bluntly. we are pledged to pull our own
oar in the destruction of Hitler.

Mr. Churchill said the same thing of
the Atlantic charter—that the President
had pledged the United States to disarm
Germany, Italy, and Japan, and had
pledged the United States to the de-
struction of Hitler.

That pledge cannot be interpreted ex-
cept as a pledge to use the men of the
United States, if necessary, as well as the
money and ships of the United States.

A commitment which is unlimited, as
the President said yesterday, must neces-
sarily include the sending of an Ameri-
can expeditionary force as much as the
sending of ships. The commitment ap-
parently now no longer relates only to
Great Britain, but is a commitment that
the entire world shall be free, and that
we, therefore, must send our troops to
every continent on earth. There is no
other reasonable interpretation of the
policy which the President has laid
down and if we confide to such a man
the powers proposed by the pending
measure I think we can only expect that
they will be used to produce the war
which I believe they would produce no
matter who might be administering the
policy.

What right has the President to say
that the American people have made an
unlimited commitment that we shall
guarantee a free world, by foree, if
necessary? When did they make that
commitment? Only Congress, as repre-
sentatives of the people, can make a
pledge requiring the United States to go
to war; and Congress has made no such
pledge, unlimited or limited.

It is said that the lease-lend policy is
a policy of defense of the United States
solely by giving material aid in this
country to those who come and take
away the materials we are glad to fur-
nish. Even that pledge is not unlimited.
It is confined to such sums and quanti-
ties as Congress may see fit to appro-
priate. So I say again that a vote for the
joint resclution, the President having
clearly declared his own individual
policy, will be one which I believe will be
bound to be a vote for war.

Apparently in the same speech  the
President has not only pledged a free
world but a prosperous one. He quotes
again the fourth provision of the so-
called Atlantic charter:
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All states, great and small, victor and
vanguished, must have access on equal terms
to the trade and to the raw materials of the
world which are needed for their economic
prosperity.

If that means anything it must mean
that we will take down our tariffs and
will give every one free access on equal
terms to the rich domestic trade of the
United States, as well as our foreign
trade. I think it should be stated here
and now that the President has no right
to give any such pledge, and that Con-
gress and the people are not making any
such pledge loday.

There is another proposal in this
speech which seems to envision a com-
pletely fantastic foreign policy after the
war toward which all this war policy is
tending. The President says, afler

-~ speaking of the necessity of helping all

other nations:

There are so many millions of people in this
world who have never been adequately fed
and clothed and housed. By undertaking to
provide & decent standard of living for these
millions—

They number billions, as a matter of
fact—

the free peoples of the world can furnish
employment to every man and every woman
who seeks a joh.

We are going to put all our men to
work by having them work on articles we
are going to give away to all the nations
of the world.

Apparently we are to continue for all
time a kind of international W. P. A.
Alihough we have not by any means
solved our own problems at home, in the
most prosperous country in the world,
in spite of piling up a debt of $20,000,-
000,000 in 8 years, we are now to step
out and feed, clothe, and house untold
millions in Europe, Asia, and Africa. The
suggestion is that this will create a great
prosperity in this country, ani will give
everyone here a job. Of course, as a
matter of fact, it will tremen lously re-
duce the standard of living in the United
States if every year we must give billions
away all over the world. Our own
W. P. A. at one time cost nearly $3.000,-
000,000 a year. What untold billions will
an international W. P. A. cost? Instead
of a 15-percent pay-roll tax, we shall
have a 50-percent pay-roll tax if we are
to carry cut any such policy.

I do not wish to discuss at this time
the whole implications of this extraor-
dinary policy; but I think it is fair to
say that Congress, in passing this joint
resolution, is being led down the road to
that policy. Unless we exercise our own
judgment on measures such as the one
before us, and on measures which per-
haps will follow it, war will be only a
prelude to bankruptcy and the end of the
great democratic experiment in America.

How can the Presicaent ask for national
unity when he insists on a new foreign
policy which no thinking man can even
defend?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask
the indulgence of the Senate for only a
brief time. I feel impelled to say a few
words, since this is the first important
measure I have had the honor of aiding
in conducting through the Senate since
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T have been chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

I wish to congratulate the Senate on
the high plane upon which the debate has
been conducted. I desire to thank Sen-
ators for their kindness, consideration,
and cooperation in expediting -action
upon the joint resolution.

Mr. President, I wish to offer for the
REecorp some matters which I shall not
read at length, unless insistence is made
upon me to do s0. First I ask unanimous
consent that there be printed in the
REecorp communications from the Na-
tional League of Women Voters, in tup-
port of the amendment of the Neutrality
Act.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without oh-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:
STATEMENT URGING REPEAL OF THE NEUTRALITY
ACT

NaTIONAL LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS,

Washinglon, D, C., October 24, 1941.
To Senate Committee on Foreign Relations:

The National League of Women Voters
urges forthright repeal of the so-called Neu-
trality Act, with the one exception of section
12, establishing the National Munitions Con-
trol Board.

Public opinion has at last recognized the
futility of attempting to legislate peace and
the danger of tying the hands of government
in advance of circumstances so that it is
unable to exercise its constitutional func-
tions as circumstances demand.

The League of Women Vcoters never ap-
proved the poliey ‘of the Neutrality Act We
have advocated a foreign policy for the
United States that would discriminate among
belligerents, penalize aggressor nations, give
assistance to the victims of aggression. Dur-
ing 17 years league members have affirmed
and reaffirmed their conviction that the
United Btates canrot be secure in a world
subject to pericdic outbursts of armed con-
flicts. During the past 5 years each conven-
tion has specifically reaffirmed and restated
its support of discrimination against aggres-
sor nations.

The Neutrality Act should now be repealed
to free the hands of the Congress and the
Executive, restore to them their constitu-
tional responsibilities, remove the inhibition
of legislative restrictions, so that policies
may be developed that will best protect the
United States.

Respectfully submitted.

MARGUERITE M. WELLS,
President.

Mr. CONNALLY. I also ask unani-
mous consent that there be printed in
the Recorp comrmunications from the
Houston, Tex., League of Women Voters,
the Milwaukee, Wis,, League of Women
Voters, and the Seattle, Wash., League of
Women Voters, to the same effect.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matters referred to are as follows:

Houston, TEX., November 1, 1941,
The Honorable ToM CoNNALLY,
Senator from Tezxas:
Houston League of Women Voters urges
the repeal of the Neutrality Act.
Mrs. Harmon ULLRICH,
Corresponding Secretary.
MILWAUKEE COUNTY LEAGUE
oF WOMEN VOTERS,
Milwaukee, Wis., November 4, 1941,
The Honorable THoMAS CONNALLY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENaTOR ConNwNALLY: The board of di-
rectors of the Milwaukee County League of
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Women Voters wishes you to know of their
approval of the repeal of the meutrality law.
Letters have also been written to Senators
La ForLrerTE and WILEY, of Wisconsin, detail-
ing their stand, The Milwaukee County
League of Women Voters has opposed the
neutrality legislet.on ever since its enact-
ment. "The league's stand is based on belief
in a foreign policy that aids the victims of
aggression and diseriminates against the ag-
gressor. The Neutrality Act has endeavored
to provide identical treatment of all belliger-
ents. The league therefore would like to see
the act repealed, excepting only that section
dealing with the National Munitions Control
Board.
Very truly yours,
Mrs. DoucLAss VAN DYKE,
Corresponding Secretary.
Mrs, ARTHUR R. WoOLFOLEK,
President.

SEATTLE LEAGUE oOF WOMEN VOTERS,
Seattle, Wash., October 28, 1941,
Senator Tom CONNALLY, v
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations Com~
mittee, Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR CONNALLY: We, the mem-
bers of the Forelgn Policy Study Group of
the Seattle League of Women Voters,
thoroughly wurge the forthright repeal of
the Neutrality Act with the exception of
sectlon 12 establishing the National Muni-
tions Control Board.

Very sincerely yours,

Mrs. W. Steel Holt, 5270 Seventeenth
NE.; Mrs. Frank Beach West, 1236
East Ninety-fifth: Mrs. Ray Hefl-
ner, 4005 Fifteenth Avenue NE.;
Mrs. Charles M. Gates, Box 194,
Mercer Island; Mary Oakley, 5261
Sixteenth Avenue NE., Pearl E.
Pontius, 2424 Forty-first North;
Mrs. Solomon Katz, 5240 Twenty-
first Avenue NE.; Mrs. E. Gibbons
Meyer, 1927 Fifteenth Avenue
North; Vera G. Davidson, 4117
Forty-third NE.

Mr. CONNALLY. I now ask leave to
have printed in the Recorp a copy of
the resolution of the American Legion,
in national convention at Milwaukee,
Wis., in which the Legion advocates
complete repeal of the Neutrality Act.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Whereas, we believe in our constitutional
form of government and are determined that
it shall be maintained as a beacon light of
freedom for all nations and peoples—espe-
clally those attacked by the forces of nazi-ism
which we condemn as opposed to the rights
of free men everywhere;

Whereas, the freedom of the seas has been
the traditional policy of the United States
since 1ts foundation and has been so enun-
clated by our President; and we are opposed
to any surrender of this policy or any ap-
peasement toward the aggressor nations,
Germany, Italy, and Japan—toward whom we
demand a policy of stern and exact justice:
Now, therefore be it;

Resolved by The American Legion in na-
tional convention assembled, That (a) we
approve and endorse the foreign policy of the
President and the Congress; and (b) we urge
the immediate repeal of the so-called neu-
trality act; (c) we urge all Americans to join
us in a united wholehearted, and unswerv-
ing support of our Government's foreign
policy: To the end that the American way
of life may survive in a world of free men.

The above report was adopfed.

Mr. CONNALLY. I now ask unani-
mous consent that there be printed in the
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REecorp a resolution adopted by the Na-
tional Maritime Union, whose member-
ship comprises 52,000 dues-paying Amer-
ican seamen, advocating that seamen be
Dﬁ?bected by permitting the arming of
ships.

The VICE PRESIDENT., Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Whereas the only function of the Neutral-
ity Act at the present time is to limit and
Landicap the United States in fulfilling Its
declared policy of aiding Great Britain, the
Soviet Union, and all other countries fight-
ing Hitler and Hitlerism; and

Whereas Nazi attacks upon unprotected
Am>rican shipping and American seamen are
becoming intolerable: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Natlona! Maritime
Union urge the immediate adoption of Sena-
tor McKEeLLAR'S resolution calling for the re-
peal of the Neutrality Act, and that the Na-
tional Maritime Union support and advocate
the declared intention of the President of
the United States to arm and protect Amer-
ican ships and American teamen carrying
vitally needed supplies to the heroic peoples
of Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and
China.

Respectfully submitted.

RoOLAND PERRY,
Chairman,
New York Membership Meeting.
E. SEYMOUR,
Recording Secretary,
New York Membership Meeting.

The above is the copy of a resolution unan-
imously adopted In 33 branch offices and at
the headquarters of the National Maritime
Union, whose membership compriszes 52,000
dues-paying American seamen. It is proof
and expression that the majority of American
seamen Who man the American ships are in
unanimous accord in demanding that the
disgraceful Neutrality Act be wiped from the
books and that American ships ply the seven
seas with the blessings of the American Gov-
ernment and the protectlon of the flag it
flies.

“Don’t sell America short.”

Mr, CONNALLY. I also ask unani-
mous censent *hat a communication
from the National Organization of Mas-
ters, Mates, and Pilots of America, West
Coast Local 90, representing the licensed
personnel of deck officers, and support-
ing the joint resolution, be printed in the
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

The Natlonal Organization of Masters,
Mates, and Pilots of America, West Coast Local
No. 90, representing the licensed personnel of
deck officers, actively supports the appeal of
the President of the United States that mer-
chant vessels now be armed.

We speak as men who must take these ships
to sea. We wish tc make sure that the cargo
will actually be delivered. The tactics of the
Axis Powers demand that our merchant ships
be given protection.

We therefore present to the Senate, through
you, our earnest appeal that the Senate enact
the necessary legislation making possible the
immediate arming ~f merchant vessels, and
the granting to them of such other protection
as will assure their safety.

Respectfully,
C. F. M,
President, West Coast Local No. 90,
National Organization of Masters,
Mates and Pilots.

Mr. CONNALLY. Likewise, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
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REecorp a communication received by me
from the members of the National Mari-
time Union, aboard the steamer Pan
Florida.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred fo is as follows:

Hon, TroMAs ConNALLY, Chairman,
Senate Foreign Relations Commitiee,
Washington, D, C.

DEAr Sir: Please find enclosed herewith a
resolution which was adopted unanimously
at our joint meeting of the National Mari-
time Union held aboard the steamship Pan
Florida September 28, 1941,

It truly represents our feelings and likewise
our sincerity in backing ycur administration
and your foreign policy of shoot on sight the
Nazl rattlesnakes of the high seas.

We are wholeheartedly yours in your every
effort.

R. H. RusHTON, Ship’'s Delegate,
PHILIP MILLs, Chairman.
R. H. RusHTON, Recording Secretary.

Whereas we. tre American seamen, realize
that there can be no peace in the world so
long as the Nazi .nenace exists; and

Whereas we also realize that at this time
the first line of d fense of all the world's de-
mocracies now lies on the eastérn front, where
th2 * eroic “.ed” army :.nd the Soviet people
in their entirety are now engaged in a death
strug "~ with the Nazl cannibals for the de-
fense of country and the rest of the sup-
pressed people of continental Europe; and

Whereas we also realize that should the
Nazi rattlesnake. succeed in conquering
Europe, that we Americans will be next on
their program of conquest: Therefore be it

Resolved, That we, the crew of the steam-
ship Pan Tlorida, members of the National
Maritime Union, at a regular jeint meeting
held at sea Sunday, September 28, 1941, go
on record :s calling upon Congress and the
President of the United States of America,
F. D. Roosevelt, for an immediate declaration
of war against Nazi Germany and its Fascist
allies; and be it iurther

Resolved, That we break off diplomatic re-
latiuns with all the Nazi-dominated govern-
ments, such as Vichy, France, and Manner-
heim, Finland, whose countries are now ruled
by vwviclous treitors vho have traded their
honor and country for personal profit, and
whose agents in this country are now engaged
in ¢spionage and the spreading of foul Nazi
propaganda; therefore be it finally

Resolved, That a western front be created
immediately by th2 United States, Great Brit-
ain, and the remaining democracies of the
world for the purpose of dealing a death blow
to the Nazl barbarians, and likewise wipe
them off the surface of the earth, so that free
people may live again in peace.

PHILIP MILLER,
Chairman.

R. H. RUSHTON,
Recording Secretary.

Mr. CONNALLY. Likewise, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a telegram received by me
from the Veterans Wireless Operators
Association, supporting passage of the
joint resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Los ANGELES, CaLIF.,, October 17, 1941,
Senator CoNnNALLY,

Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations
Committee:

The Veterans Wireless Operators Assocla-
tlon in assembly tonight in Los Angeles, has
unanimously instructed me to urge the earli-
est possible arming of our American mer-
chant vessels in order that we who follow the
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sea may be provided with the means of pro-
tecting ourselves in the course of our duties.
: Lee DE FoResT,
Honorary National President,
Veterans Wireless Operators Association.

Mr. CONNALLY. Likewise, I ask that
there be printed in the REcorp a tele-
gram received by me from the Interna-
tional Molders and Foundry Workers
Union of North America, and sundry
other telegrams and communications.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

; The matters referred to are as fole
ows:
CincINNATI, OH10, November 4, 1941,
Senator CoNNALLY,
Chairman, Foreign Relations Committee,
United States Senate Building:

The executive board and officers of the In-
ternational Molders and Foundry Workers
Union of North America, now in session,
pledge full support in fight to protect inter-
est of American people and help forces bat-
tling against Nazl conquest and destruction.
As trade unionists we are especially aware
labor vital stake in outcome of war and
are wholeheartedly behind proposed legisla-
tlon to replace so-called Neutrality Act with
law based on President Roosevelt's Navy Day
declaration to effect that “our American mer-
chant ships must be armed to defend them-
selves against the rattlesnakes of the sea,
must be free to carry our American goods
into harbors of friends, and must be pro-
tected by cur American Navy.”

N. D. BmrTH,

Secretary, International Molders and

Foundry Workers Union of North America.

ArBany, N. Y., October 31, 1941.
Senator CoONNALLY,
Chairman, Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Senate Office Building:
The labo: group I represent pledge our
loyalty to democracy and full support in
fight to protect interest of American people
against Nazi conquest. We are well aware
of our stake in the outcome of this war and
are wholeheartedly behind legislation based
on President Roosevelt's Navy Day declara-
tion.
FraNk S. CoLUMBUS,
© Chairman, New York State Legislative
Board, Brotherhood of Locomotive
Firemen and Enginemen.

RocHEesTER, N, Y., November 6, 1941,
Tom CONNALLY,
Chairman, Foreign Relations

Committee, Washington, D. C.:
The Congress of Industrial Organizations
Council of Rochester and vicinity, represent-
ing 30,000 organized workers, loyal to cause
of democracy and national defense. Fledge
full support in fight to protect interests of
American people and help forces battling
against Nazl conquest and destruction. As
trade unionists we are especially aware of
labor's vital stake in outcome of war and
are wholeheartedly behind proposed legisla-
tion to replace so-called Neutrality Act with
law based on President Roosevelt’s Navy Day
declaration to effect that *“Our American
merchant ships must be armed to defend
themselves against the rattlesnakes of the
sea. Must be free to carry our American
goods Into the harbors of our friends and
must be protected by our American Navy.”

J. H. CooPER,
President.

RocHESTER, N. Y., November 6, 1941.
Senator Tom CONNALLY,
Chairman, Foreign Relations
Committee, Washington, D. C.:
The Rochester Joint Board, A. C. W. A,
and its afliated locals, representing 15,000
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workers, loyal to cause democracy and na-
tional defense, pledge full support in fight
to protect interests of American people cnd
help forces battling against Nazi conquest
and destruction. As trade-unionists, we are
especially aware laber's vital stake in out-
come of war, and are wholeheartedly behind
proposed legislation to replace so-called
Neutrality Act with law based on President
Roosevelt’s Navy Day declaration to effect
that “Our American merchant ships must
be armed to defend themselves against the
rattlesnakes of the sea. Must be free to
carry our American goods into the harbors
of our friends, and must be protected by
our American Navy.”
A, CHATMAN,
Manager, Rochester Joint Board.

HARTFORD CENTRAL LaBor UNION,
Hartjord, Conn., October 18, 1941,
Hon. FraNCIS MALONEY,
United States Senate,
Washington, L. C.

My DEAR SENATOR: At the ineeting of the
Hartford Central Labor Union on October 15,
1941, the following resclution was adopted
and coples ordered sent to our Senators and
Representatives In Congress:

*“Whereas the Hartford Trades-Union Divi-
sion of the Committee to Defend America 1s
on record as being in full support of Presi-
dent Roosevelt’s program of all-out aid to
all nations fighting Hitler and his Axis part=-
ners; and

“Whereas the Roosevelt administration is
taking all possible steps to send war material
to Gieat Britain, the Soviet Union, and China
as soon as possible: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Hartford Trades-Unicn
Division of the Committee to Defend America
go on record as being in favor of the follow-
ing two proposals now being made to Con-
gress by the Roosevelt administration:

“1. Any revision of the Neutrality Act or
repeal i{f necessary to insure the safe delivery
of war material to Great Britaln, the Soviet
Union, and China.

“2. Inclusion of the Soviet Unlon in the
new lend-lease bill along with Great Britain
so.that the United States may give the maxi-
mum contribution of war material to these
allies fighting against Hitler in this crucial
phase of the war.” .

Sincerely yours,
Franx MORRIS,
Acting Secretary.

CLEVELAND INDUSTRIAL UNIoN COUNCIL,
Cleveland, Ohio, October 27, 1941,
The Honorable THoMAs CONNALLY,
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: The enclosed resoluticn was
adopted by unanimous vote of the delegates
to the Uleveland Industrial Union Council at
its meeting of October 22,

It is our firm conviction that the recom-
mendations made therein represent not only
the opinion of the delegates to the council
and the thousands of workers they represent,
but that they are the convictions of the
overwhelming majority of the working people
of Cleveland who want action now in defense
of democracy.

Very truly yours,
CLEVELAND INDUSTRIAL
. Uxn1on CounNcrr,
By A. E. STEVENSON, Secretary.

REPEAL OF NEUTRALITY LAW AND DEFENSE -OF
DEMOCRACY

Whereas Hitler has seen fit to begin a
shooting war against the United States of
America by torpedoing unarmed American
merchant vessels in zones which have been
established as neutral zones by the warring
nations; and

Whereas it s now an established fact that
Germany has pushed us into the war regard-
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less of the wishful thinking of some people;
and

Whereas the best interests of our Nation
and people lie in defending ourselves and our
lands against such piratical attacks as Hitler
has launched against us; and

Whereas the most effective way to defend
ourselves is to shoot first at the ones attack-
ing us; and

Whereas the' policy of our Nation of aid to
Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and China
{s hampered because of the so-called neu-
trality law: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Cleveland Industrial
Union Council goes on record calling for:

1. Immediate repeal of the so-called neéu-
trality law.

2. Guaranteeing aid to Grea: Britain, the
Soviet Union, and China by convoying sup-
plies to ports of those nations.

3. Endorsement of the recent conference of
500,000 British trade-unionists calling for the
immediate opening of a western front agalnst
Hitler.

(Adopted by Cleveland Industrial Union
Councll October 22, 1941.)

NeEw York, N. Y., November 15, 1941.
Hon, Tom CONNALLY,
Chairman, Foreign Relations Com=
mittee, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.;
We thank you most sincerely for the splen-
did efforts you are making to protect the
interest of us all and to render futile those
who seem to be sympathizing with the
Nazis.
FrANK GILLMORE,
President, Assoctated Actors
and Artists of America.

Newarx, N. J., October 25, 1941,
SENATE ForelGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE,
Washington, D. C.;
Executive board, Hosiery Workers, No. 49,
urge support of President's desires on Neu-
trality Act.
Ep BEHNKE, President.

I was instructed by the National Board of
the American Guild of Variety Artists at their
meeting on September 19, 1941, to send you
a copy of a resolution which was passed by
the Council of Actors’ Equity Association at
its meeting on September 16, and which has
been approved and passed by the National
Board of the American Guild of Variety
Artists.

“Whereas the Senate subcommittee has
been Iinstigated by Senators BurtoN K.
WHEELER, D. WorTH CLaRK, and GErALD P.
N¥E. to effect an inquiry into the operations
of the motion-picture industry; and

“Whereas it is clear that the purpose of the
inquiry is to block the production of anti-
Nazi motion pictures, and to effect a censor-
ship on the free expression of American cul=
ture to which the Actors’ Equity Association
is unalterably opposed; and

“Whereas the mquiry has quickly indicated
that it is designed to breed religious and
racial discord in our Nation, thereby to de-
stroy the unity of the vast majority of the
American people who support the foreign
policy of the Nation: Therefore be it

“Resolved: That we, the Actors’ Equity As-
sociation, do hereby condemn the actions of
the subcommittee as an immediate threat to
free thought, free speech and to the very
fundamentals of liberty upon which our great
Nation was founded, and strongly recommend
that this inquiry be stopped.”

As stated above the American Guild of
Variety Artists has approved the above reso=-
lution.

Fraternally yours,
AMERICAN GUILD OF VARIETY ARTISTS,
GERALD GRIFFIN,

National Executive Secretary.
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Whereas the Hartford Trade Union Division
of the Committee To Defend America is on
record as being in full support of President
Roosevelt's program of all-out ald to all
nations fighting against Hitler and his Axis
partners.

And whereas the Roosevelt administration
is taking all possible steps to send war ma-
terial to Great Britain, the Soviet Union,
and China as soon as possible! Therefore be
it

Resolved, That the Hartford Trade Union
Division of the Committee To Defend Amer-
ica go on record as being in favor of the fol-
lowing two proposals now being made to
Congress by the Roosevelt administration:

1. Any revision of the Neutrality Act or
repeal if necessary to insure the safe deliv-
ery of war material to Great Britain, the
Soviet Union, and China.

2. Inclusion of the Soviet Union in the new
lend-lease bill along with Great Britain so
that the United States may give the maxi-
mum contribution of war material to these
allies fighting against Hitler in this cruclal
phase of the war.

Fraternally,

CoLt's INDUsTRIAL UNIOoN, Locan 270,

8 GuNNING, President.

STePHEN CHESKY, Recording Secretary.

DressMAKERS UNION,
New York, N. Y., October 17, 1941.
Hon. Tom CONNALLY,
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
Washington, D. C.

DEear Sir: May we call to your attention the
enclosed resolution, adopted unanimously on
October 16, 1941, at a regular membership
meeting of our organization, Dressmakers
Union, Local 22, 1. L. G. W. U. The meeting
was attended by over 5,000 dressmakers, and
the resolution adopted expresses the senti-
ment of virtually every one of our 28,000
members.

We would strongly urge you to do every-
thing in your power to speed the e of
the new lend-lease legislation, including pro-
visions for aid to Russia, and the revisions of
the Neutrality Act requested by the President.
As our resolution declares, “The time has now
come for a cessation of talk and a beginning
of action.”

Very respectfully yours,
CHAs, 8. ZIMMERMAN,
Secretary-Manager.

Resolution adopted by Local 22, Dressmakers
Union of the International Ladles Garment
Workers Unlon at a general membership
meeting held st Manhattan Center on
Thursday evening, October 16, 1941

Whereas the world-wide struggle against
nazi-ism has now entered upon a decisive
phase the outcome of which may determine
the whole future of mankind; and

Whereas victory for Nazi Germany would
mean the triumph of the most ruthless bar-
barism over the world, the triumph of dic-
tatorship, racial persecution, national op-
pression, economic enslavement, and social
and cultural degradation; while the defeat
of Nazi Germany would not only save man-
kind from this terrible fate but would also
open a way for the building of a better and
a freer world in the future; and

Whereas of all sections of the population,
organized labor has most at stake in this war
because a Nazl victor, would wipe out all of
labor's gains of decades and centuries, its
rights, its liberties, its standards, its organ-
izations, its freedom of action, as has already
happened in Germany, I.aly, and the Nazi-
occupled countries of Furope; and

Whereas the paramoun® iscue facing the
world and this countiy today is unyielding,
uncompromising struggle agalnst Nazi Ger-
many until victory has been achieved; and

Whereas the splendid resistance of the
Russian armies has raised a new hope among
the foes of nazi-ism all over the world by
keeping vast German armies and air fleets
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engaged on the eastern front thus giving
Britain and the United States a much-needed
breathing spell for intensified industrial
mobilization and military preparation; so
that the great Russian armies, while hero-
ically fighting their own battle for their own
country, for their own independence, are also
fighting for the freedom and independence of
Britain and America; and

Whereas Congress is now considering var-
ifous pileces of legislation designed to
strengthen and render more effective
American aid to Britain and Russia in
the fight against Hitlerlsm; and

Whereas there are still many in this
country who hesitate about, or even op-
pose, sending ald to Russia: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by Dressmakers Union, Loeal 22,
International Ladies’ Garment Workers
Union, in membership meeting assembled:

1. That we express our admiration of the
courage and determination with which the
British people have met the murderous
Nazi onslaught from the air and with which
they have prosecuted the war despite im-
mense difficulties and suffering.

2. That we hail the courageous resistance
of the Russian armies to the murderous
Nazl invader and urge that all possible mili-
tary and economic, assistance be extended to
the Soviet Unlon. We urge this ald to be
extended promptly, speedily, and effectively.
In the Interest of democracy and the de-
fense of America, we call for a cessation of
talk and the beginning of action.

3. That we call upon Congress to re-
peal outright the present Neutrality Act as
a bar and a hindrance to our mounting ef-
forts to ald Britain and Soviet Russia in
the fight against nazi-ism.

4. That "ve call upon Congress promptly
to pass the new lend-lease legislation with
Inclusion of provisions of effective aid to
Russia,

5. That we extend our sympathy and
solldarity to the peoples of the occupied
countries of Europe, whose resistance to
Nazi domination is rapidly growing, and
pledge to them that we will not let up in
our fight until the battle is won and their
freedom and independence restored.

INTERNATIONAL WORKERS ORDER,
New York, N. Y., October 20, 1941,
Honorable FranxLiN D. ROOSEVELT,
White, House, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mgs. Rooseverr: Five hundred Rus-
slan-Americars, gathered at a meetirg at the
Sokol Hall, in the city of Newark, N. J., under
the auspices of the International Workers
Order, view with alarm the aggression of
Hitler and his representatives, the appeasers
in this country.

We see the present war and the aggression
of Nazi-ism as a menace to the safety of our
country. We are also doubly moved by the
heroism of the British and Russian fighters.

This meeting went on record as approving
the national and foreign policy of the Ad-
ministration, In its effort to defend our coun-
try by defeating Hitler and Hitlerism, We
support increased funds for the lease-lend
bill and urge that ald to the embattled
armies be sent as speedily as possible.
Firthermore, we support the outright repeal
of the Neutrality Law.

Bincerely yours.

HaArrY PILUTIK,
Chairman of the Meeting.

COPY OF LETTER SENT TO PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT
UniTED OFFICE AND PROFESSIONAL
WORKERS oF AMERICA, LocaL No. 27,
Washington, D. C., October 22, 1941,
Hon. FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT,
President of the United States,
The White House, Washington, D. C.
Dear MR. PRESIDENT: We are happy to in-
form you that the members of Local 27,
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United Office and Professional Workers of
America, Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions, at a regular meeting on Qctober 14,
1041, voted support of your request to allow
the arming of merchant ships.

The United Office and Professional Workers
of America of Washington took this action
because it recognized the necessity of giving
complete support to Great Britain and the
Boviet Union in their fight against our com-
mon enemy, Hitler.

Labor supports all-out ald to Britaln and
the Soviet Union because we know the terror
and destruction that has been visited upon
labor in Nazi-conquered countries and rea-
lize what nazi-Ism would mean to labor in
our own country.

All organized labor has in recent months
pointed out the shortcomings of the defense
production program and offered it: support
in any campaign to produce more defense
materials for our allies, Great Britaln and the
Boviet Union. At the present time, when pro-
duction is far from what it should be, it is
essential that every step be faken to guaran-
tee swift and safe dellvery of defense ma=-
terials to the nations fighting Hitlerism.

You may be sure of our continued coopera=
tion in this campaign.

Sincerely yours,
SADIE SOKOLOVE,
President.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at this point for a
moment?

Mr, CONNALLY, I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY, Does the Senator from
Texas have a copy of the resolution
adopted by the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
at Philadelphia, Pa., in its forty-second
national encampment?

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not seem to
have.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have a copy of the
resolution, and I ask the Senator to in-
clude that with the ones he asks to have
printed in the REcorp.

Mr. CONNALLY, I am glad to ask
unanimous consent to have the resolu-
tion printed in the Recorp at this point,
Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The resolution is as follows:

RESOLUTION NO. 260—ENDORSING MEASURES
TAKEN BY GOVERNMENT TO DEFEND AMERICAN
WAY OF LIFE

Whereas it is generally recognized that in-
dividual freedom and liberty throughout the
world are jeopardized by acts of the leaders
within certain nations who seek to impose
their totalitarian doctrines on other nations
by force of arms; and .

Whereas the United States of America 15
legislatively and historically committed to de-
fend and preserve the American way of life
and is in direct opposition to any Nazi,
Fascist, Communist, or other totalitarian
ideclogy which threatens to endanger our
individual freedoms and liberties; and

Whereas the Government of the United
States of America has recognized the im-
minent and growing danger to our own
liberties and institutions from totalitarian
aggression and has authorized the expendi-
ture of billions of dollars for our own national
defense and to aid those countries now resist-
Ing such aggression; and

Whereas our Government has recognized
the need for a strong Army and Navy and
has authorized the mobilization of man-
power through selective service training and
other acts: Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of the United States, assembled in
Philadelphia, Pa., in its Forty-second National
Encampment, go on record wholeheartedly
endorsing and supporting those measures be=
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ing taken by the Government of the United
States of America to defend and perpetuate
the American way of life from any and all
AgEressors,
Submitted by committee on resolutions.
Adopted by the encampment.

Mr. CONNALLY. I also ask unani-
mous consent that there be printed in the
REecorp a resolution adopted by the Na-
tional Lawyers Guild, a very liberal or-
ganization.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Whereas neutrality legislation was adopted
in the belief that our national security
would be promoted thereby; and

Whereas events bave demonstrated that
the Neutrality Act is inimical to the defense
and security of the United States, which are
seriously menaced by the ever-expanding
Nazi aggression; and

Whereas the existing neutrality legisla-
tion on our statute book has long become
obsolete in view of our national policy, ex-
pressed in the Lease-Lend Act, to ald all na-
tions resisting aggression; and

Whereas the restrictions imposed by virtue
of the Neutrality Act serve to endanger the
lives of citizens of the United States and to
hinder our most effective ald to those
peoples battling Nazi barbarism; and

Whereas the continued existence of the
Neutrality Act is utilized by appeasement
and defeatist elements to coniuse the people
and to obstruct the program of national de=
fense, and the repeal of the Neutrallty Act,
authorized in the preamble thereof, would
reflect public opinion in support of the
President’s foreign policy and give added en-
couragement to those nations reslsting fas-
cist aggression and tyranny: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the National Lawyers Gulld,
fully supporting the President's policy, de-
clares that the time has come to throw all
our resources into the fight against Hitlerism
and therefore favors the repeal of the Neu-
trality Act, so as to preserve the freedom of
the seas, to permit American vessels to de-
liver all aid to those nations resisting aggres-
sion, to permit the arming of American ves-
sels, and to eliminate all those restrictions
which are inimical to the defense and se-
curity of the United States. We favor the
salvage, through the enactment of new legis=
lation, of those provisions establishing the
Munitions Control Board to license the ex-
port of war material.

Mr. CONNALLY, I have before me a
letter from James E. Shepard, president
of the North Carolina College for Ne-
groes, and attached letters from pro-
fessors and students of other colleges,
which I ask to have printed in the
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jectiop, it is so ordered.

The matters referred to are as follows:

NortH CAROLINA COLLEGE FOR NEGROES,
Durham, October 21, 1941,
Senator Tom CONNALLY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: As a member of the minority
group of this country, I desire to earnestly
petition you and your committee to pass
without delay the bill to arm merchant ships,
and I also desire to ask that the committee
go still further and repeal the whole Neutral-
ity Act.

We are facing In America today one of the
gravest crises which we have ever confronted.
The American people, fortunately, rezardless
of race or creed, are awakening to this fact,
even though it has been a slow awakening.
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You will find the Negro group 100 percent
American. They have no other flag or land,
and they are ready to march at the call of
duty. All that they are asking is that they
be given a chance to enjoy the fruits of
democracy, and to make our country typically
the land of the free and the home of the
brave. The rainy day is upon us now, and
those who shout that the skies are clear and
that there is no danger do not represent
either wisdom or knowledge.

The Negro in this hour of peril is willing to
forget any differences, any prejudices or
rights, and march side by sald with people
from every section of the country in their
effort to insure freedom and life to all citizens,
and to leave a heritage of freedom to genera-
tions following, There must be no divisions,
there must be unity of purpose and highest
endeavors to put forth the safety of us all.
I earnestly ¢sk that you and your great com-
mittee carefully consider this matter and
speedily reach a decision.

With great respect, I am

Very truly yours,
JaMmEs E. SHEPARD,

——

TriNiTY COLLEGE,
Hartjord, Conn., October 21, 1941,
Hon. Tom CONNALLY,
Chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, United States
Senate, Washington, D. C.

Sm: The undersigned, members of Trinity
C-llege faculty, respectfully urge action by
your committee either to repeal the Neutrality
Act or to so amend 1t as to unshackle the
Government of the United States.

This request {s based upon the following
considerations:

The Neutrality Act is not the measure
which its name impiies, It is not an act
which strengthens neutral rights, On the
contrary, it 1s a piece of legislation which
strikes at the very foundation of the rights
of neutrals under international law. For if
the mightiest nation is willing to abandon
her rights as a neutral for fear of getting in
the way of an aggressor nation, no other
naticn will have the temerity in the future
to assert her rights as a neutral.

The act contravenes our age-old policy of
the freedom of the seas. It unduly limits
the freedom of action of our Government.

The act is not only incompatible with the
other laws adopted by the Congress with the
intention of helping to defeat Hitler, but it
also partially nullifies the effectiveness of
those laws.

The act has helped our mortal enemies and
handicapped our friends and virtual allies
in their life and death struggle with the
AagRressors.

Furthermore, the Neutrality Act has pro-
moted war by virtually telling Hitler that
he had a free hand so far as the United States
was concerned. Although it was passed by
Congress with the hope that it would promote
peace, the events of the last few years have
shown that there was no sound basis for such
a hope. It is claimed that the act has kept
this country out of the war. But that is a
specious argument. Hitler, and not the act,
has so far kept us out of the war, so that
he might be able to carry out his “one by
one” policy.

The act has placed the United States in
the ridiculous position of having to sail some
of her ships under the protection of the flag
of such a tiny natlonal as Panama. It is
strange, indeed, that the country which in
its youth cleaned the Barbary Coast of pi-
rates should now, when it is the mightiest
nation of the world, forbid her ships and
citizens the freedom of the seas for fear
of what the pirates of today might choose
to do’

For the self-respect and security of the
United States it is imperative that this mis-
taken and misnamed piece of legislation be
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repealed or so amended as to restore us our
rights as a free nation.

Lawrence Laforce, Arthur Adams,
Henry A. Perkins, Al R. Wad-
lund, H. M. Dadourian, Vernon E.
Kruble, J. W. Burger, R. Walker
Scott, Sterling B. Smith, J. H.
Bisonnette, W. C. Lothrop, J. A.
Notopoulos, A, H. Hughes, H. C.
Asquith, John Ch. Taylor, W. G.
Wendeil, Edward L. Troxell, C. L.
Altman, D. D. Morgan, Louis H.
Naylor, Norton Coe, George Brinton
Cooper, Maurice Bates, T. L. Hood,
Alfred K. Mitchell, B. W. -Means,
H. C. Swan, R. Bert Hutt, F. C.
Copeland, Clarence E. Walters, Ray
Josting, Ralph W. Eufson, Walter
E. McCloud, Alfonse S. Allen, T. S.
Wadlow, N. C. Helmhold, J. A.
Brull, John F. Wyckoff, Thomas L.
Downs, Jr,, D. E, Jessee, Joseph C.
Clarke, Lester V. Chandler, Philip
C. Taylor, E. D. Myers,

Senator Tom CONNALLY,
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations

Committee:

We, the undersigned members of Radcliffe
College, hereby petition the Congress of the
United States to repeal the Neutrality Act
and to extend lease-lend aid to Russia, in
order to insure the defeat of Hitler, and the
safety of our country.

Charlotte Farrell, Cecile Colin, Eliza-
beth Goucher, Elizabeth D. Par-
ker, Margaret Ann Dewey, Helen
K. Roelker, Judith Friedburg,
Clara Claiborne, Lucile Webb,
Philipp Durham, Barbara Gut-
mann, Ann Bewall Mervin, Dora
Sander, Eva Marie Bendix, Geral-
dine A. Cohn, Frances Hermann,
Mary Cutting, Marjorie Flickinger,
Irene V., Bellot, Terrell Porter,
Edith Hevlin, Doris Kaplan, B.

Bersehr, Lilian Foerster, Rhoda
Craven, Edith Barowsky, Ruth
Knowlton, Martha Land, Faith

‘Weil, Eleanor Barrows Doermann,
Eleanor Chestnut, Sonota Rowe,
Lee Nelken, Harriet Rodebush,
Terry McGovern, Wendy Brag-
don, Sylvia SBugarman, E. Ross,
M. Buckley, Shirley Mitchell,
Edith Small, Gerry Lux, Persis
Joan Todd, Dorothy Goodnoh,
Nancy Felix, Mary Bonnlander,
Barbara Barnes, Ruth Hoffmann,
Margaret Stokes, Marion Kopel,
Glllian Norton, Frances Kramer,
C. Bartlett, Rulan Chao, Elisabeth
Swift, J. Barap, L. Beresnack, E.
Clark, E. White, Nancy Hopkins,
Mary Frances BSmith, Deborah
Sporn, P. A. Frieman, Jane Emmet,
Jessle Howes, Barbara Alice Wolfe,
Marle W. Hill, Sibyl Beckett, Irene
Portis, Eleanor Gordon, Amy
Olney, Mary Thorpe, Cynthia Phil-
lips, Juliet Peverley, Eleanor
Burke.

MounT HoLyoKE COLLEGE,
South Hadley, Mass.,, October 31, 1941,
Benator Tom CONNALLY,
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, Washington, D. C.

My DEar SenaTor Conwnanry: The follow-
ing petition has been signed by 288 members
of the Mount Holyoke Community and sent
to the President of the United States:

“Believing that the Neutrality Act does not
accomplish its stated purpose of promoting
the security of the United States, we advocate

- ultimate repeal of the entire act. In accord

with the policy of the administration at this
time, we urge immediate repeal not only of
section 6 prohibiting the arming of Ameri-
can merchant ships but also of section 2,
which prohibits American merchantmen from
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carrying goods to belligerents, and of sec-
tion 8, which prohibits American merchant-
men from entering combat zones as defined
by the President.”

One hundred and forty-seven students and
one hundred and fifty-one members of the
administration, faculty, and staff signed this
petition. About 75 percent of the adminis-
tration and faculty are included. More stu-
dent signatures will follow.

Many signers wisk to specify that their
demand for repeal of the Neutrality Act is
not to be interpreted as disapproval of the
Munitions Control Board, which they hope
to see continued under new legislation.

We urge you to do everything in your power
to speed carrying out the requests of the
petition.

Yours very truly,

AviCE CRICHETT,
Chairman, Mount Holyoke Committee
to Defend America by Aiding the

Allies.

RanpoLPH-MAcoN WoMAN's COLLEGE,

Lynehburg, Va., October 16, 1941.
Hon. Tom CONNALLY,
United Statcs Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR ConnNaLrY: I am enclosing a
copy of a petition which the members of the
faculty and staff of Randolph-Macon Wom-
an’s College have just forwarded to President
Roosevelt. The names of the signers of the
petition are typed at the bottom of the page.

We shall be glad to see the present proposal
for the arming of merchant ships pass Con-
gress, but we belleve that Congress should go
further, and repeal the Neutrality Act in its
entirety.

Yours very truly,

HELEN PEAE,
Professor of Psychology.
RanpoLpH-MAcON WomMAN's COLLEGE,
Lynchburg, Va., October 14, 1941.
Hon. PeaNnkLIN D. ROOSEVELT,
The White House, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mgr. PresipEnNT: We, the undersigned
members of the faculty and staff of Ran-
dolph-Macon Woman's College, recognize the
limitations which the Neutrality Act exer-
cises upon American foreign policy. We
belleve that existing circumstances demand
decisive and unhampered action on the part
of the Chief Executive to the end that the
full power of the United States shall be
brought to bear in the interest of an early
victory for the democracies.

We urge, therefore, that you ask the Con-
gress to repeal the Neutrality Act in its en-
tirety in order that you may have the greatest
possible freedom in fashioning an American
foreign policy that is adequate for the pro-
tection of our own Nation and decisive in
its aid for the embattled democracies.

Respectfully yours,

Agnes Addison, J. T. Morgan, William
Bcott, Elizabeth E. Wright, Mar-
jorie 8. Harris, Herbert C. Lips-
comb, Paul N. Guthrie, Catha-
arine Murphy, Glllie A. Larew,
Martha 8. Bell, Elizabeth Stubbs,
Mary B. Stokes, Kathleen M.
Scruggs, Willie T. Weathers, Eliz-
abeth M. Enake, B. Minor Davis,
Eleanor Jones, Isabel Boggs, Mar-
tha Goodwin, Annie C. Whiteside,
Cornelia R. Nichclas, Frances A.
Schofield, Helen Peak, C. Clement
French, Susie M. Ames, Roberta
D. Cornelius, S. T. M. Harmanson,
Lena B. Henderson, Mabel K.
‘Whiteside, Mary T. Williams, Nan
V. Thornton, Mabel Davidson,
Mary Virginia Kagey, Sarita Hop-
kins, A. A. Kern, Thecdore H. Jack,
Aileen M. Bond, Virginia Ballard,
Henry Hallstrom, Agnes Crawford
Schuldt, Helene M. Crooks, Eve-
lyn Raskin, Robert D. Meade, Mary
8. Guthrie.
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Mr. CONNALLY. I also ask, Mr.
President, to have printed in the Recorp
a telegram received by me from the na-
tional chairman of the Fight For Free-
dom Committiee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

New Yorx, N. Y., October 24, 1541,
Senator Tom ConNaLLy, Chairman, |
Senate Foregn Relations Committee,
Senate Office Building:

Adolf Hitler hates representative govern-
ment. He has pledged himself and his
satanic satellites to destroy it. He has told
the world, again and again, that democracy
has never worked, never will. We of the
Fight For Freedom are certain he is wrong.
We demand that the Senate of the United
States prove he is. Not even a small minor-
ity in the United States has any illusions
about the battle against nazi-ism. No one is
neutral. There are only those milllons of us
who are Hitler's enemies, a few who are
confused and a raucous-voiced handful who
are his friends. There 15 no middle ground.

We of the Fight For Freedom, representing
millions of democracy-demanding citizens of
this country, ask that the Senate of the
United States repeal the deceitful Neutral-
ity Act that finds militant support in Berlin,
in Rome, in Tokyo, but little or none in our
own Nation. We further ask that the Senate
of the United States not commit this country
to national suicide by evasive, dishonest,
half-hearted attempts to defeat Hitlerism.
Freedom is the badge of courage. It is the
exclusive possession of those who are brave
enough to fight for it.

If the Senate of the United States fails to
heed the crescendo of American opinion, lib-
erty will not survive. Nazi-ism will win, If
our representative government fails to repre-
sent, the victorious Fascist survivors who
write the history of our tragic time will
point to this country’s example with pride.
Our own democratic institutions will have
paved the way for the victory of the Nazl
way of life,

The RicHT REVEREND HENRY W. HoBSON,
National Chairman, Fight For Freedom.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, very
briefly, I wish to suggest to Senators that
I can never agree to the assumption made
by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT]. as
he closed his remarks, that the mere pas-
sage of the joint resolution would be a
commitment to war. The passage of the
joint resolutior would in nowise change
the status of the United States as to war.
The Congress still would have all the
power it now has. Our ships now are
being sunk; and if that would be cause
for war after the passage of the joint
resolution, it is already cause for war.

Many Senators who oppose passage of
the joint resolution say we are not pre-
pared for war. We are not prepared for
war as I would wish we were prepared;
but I am happy to be able to say fo the
Senate that if we are not prepared it is
not the fault of the Senator from Texas.
Some of those who are now opposing the
joint resolution resisted the building up
of our Navy and the increasing of our
armed forces. I say it in no spirit of
criticism; they had a right to do it. The
Senator from Texas was pleading, years
and years and years ago, that we should
build the greatest and the most powerful
navy that rides the seven seas. i

Mr. President, Senators speak of
hazards. Of course, there isa hazard. I
cannot say that we shall not have a war,
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I have no assurance that if the joint reso-
lution were defeated we should not have
g war. Life is filled with hazards. Na-
tions, as well as individuals, must take
hazards. When we are born there is a
hazard. Our mothers hazard their lives.
As infants, we hazard smallpox and
measles and all the ailments of child-
hood. We hazard our lives when we step
out on the streets of a great, crowded
city. Of course, there is a hazard; but
we must take hazards, whether we went
to take them or not. If we do not take
the hazards, the hazards probably will
take us anyway.

But, Mr. President, we speak of rights—
rights purchased with the blood and
treasure of those whom we honor. Let me
say to Senators that rights which are not
insisted upon, rights for which we do not
demand respect, soon cease to be rights.

' Use not your arms, and they shrivel at

your sides. If we permit the rights of
Americans and American nationals, the
rights of our country, to be insulted and
flouted, there will come a time when they
will no longer be rights, but mere echoes
of a once grand and glorious past.

Mr. President, Hitler did not make the
sea. God made the sea, and He set the
heavens ablaze with stars to guide mari-
ners, and gave the sea to all the nations
of the earth. I shall never be willing for
the United States to bow the knee and
say to Mr. Hitler, “We shall give you the
sea. You may rule the waves. ¥You shall
be the dictator, have the mastery, and
determine where every pilot and every
mariner shall guide his craft.”

Mr. President, when God made the
sea, He did not place a swatiska upon it;
and I shall not vote to badge it all over
with that symbol of tryanny, might, force,
murder and infamy, if you please.

Much has been said about the attitude
of the great departed Senator Borah.
There was no one in this chamber who
entertained for him a deeper affection
or a higher respect than did the Senator
from Texas. I flatter myself that I en-
joyed a close, intimate friendship with
Senator Borah. He did oppose many of
the measures to which reference has been
made; bun' left me quote the last words
that Senator Borah uttered when he
closed the debate on October 2, 1939, on
the so-called Neutrality Act. These are
not the words of one who would surrender
our rights; these are not the words of
one who, in abject humiliation, in order
to avoid hazards, would give up the rights
of America. Thisis what Senator Borah
said:

I am hopeful— .

I will say to the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Crark] that he need not take down
what I am about to read. I will give it
to the Senator in a minute.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I can re-
member what the Senator from Idaho
said. I am taking down what the Sena-
tor from Texas says.

Mr. CONNALLY. - I am very happy to
be associated with such company.
Senator Borah said:

I am hopeful that we will be able to pre-
vent war. I do not know whether we shall
be able to do so or not. That is in the lap
of the geds. I have cnly this to say, that
neither Germany nor Great Britain nor any
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othir power, if they so much as deign to
notice my remarks, should for a moment fail
to conclude that if the rights of America are
inv..ded, if our property is destroyed, if our
people are murdered, if our sovereignty is
attacked, I shall vote to meet the enemy on
the field of war: It iIs America; America with
peace if possible, but America.

Those were the last words that the
great statesman and magnificent orator
from Idaho uttered upon that occasion.

Mr, President, that is not the doctrine
of surrender, That is the doctrine of
standing by the side of our rights with
drawn swords to protect them and to
insist upon them and to defy those who
would violate them.

Mr. President, without insistence upon
our rights, without willingness to resist
those who would assail them, and with-
out willingness to spend of our treasure
and of our blood, if necessary, our rights
never will be respected.

I pray God that we may never have a
war. I want to impress upon Senators
that the passage of the joint resolution
does not mean, as some Senators assume,
that automatically we shall enter the
war. It changes ocur status not a jot or
tittle. It simply withdraws, by domestic
legislation, the imposition which we vol=-
untarily imposed upon ourselves not to
enjoy our undeniable and inalienable
rights for our ships to go out upon the
high seas, upon the highway which be-
longs to all nations and not to the little
master of a painted empire upon a
painted imagination.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, at the
start of the consideration of the joint
resolution I offered, on behalf of the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AvusTINn],
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
GurneY], and myself, a motion in the
form of an amendment, which was re-
ferred to the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, for the outright repeal of the Neu-
trality Act. I feel the same way today
that I felt on the day the amendment
was offered. I think it constitutes the
frank approach to the question. 1 be-
lieve it would accomplish much more,
certainly psychologically, the world over,
than the joint resolution reported by the
Foreign Relations Committee.

At this time I desire to ask the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee,
the Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY],
if he will accept our amendment in place
of the joint resolution reported by the
Foreign Relations Committee.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, al-
low me to say to the able and distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire
that those of us who are supporting the
joint resolution have very greatly ap-
preciated the strong and vigorous aid
which he has given to our cause, and we
very much regret that we cannot accept
the text as he offers it. We hope that in
the spirit of the fine unity and coopera-
tion which he has already manifested he
will not insist upon offering the amend-
ment for total repeal, because we believe
the joint resolution as it stands will ac-
complish all the substantial and vital
purposes which the Senator had in mind
when he and his associates offered the
amendment,
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from New Hamp-
shire yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. Certainly.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I should like
to say to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire that, while I am very much opposed
to the so-called Willkie amendment——

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, let me
say to the Senator from Missouri that
this is an amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr, AustiN], the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
GurneY], and myself, if e will please
term it the Austin-Bridges-Gurney
amendment.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will term it
anything the Senator from New Hamp-
shire wants me to; but I think that even
the least respect for the late putative
Republican candidate—for whom 1 have
very little respect—demands a vote on
this question. While I am very much op-
posed to the Bridges-Austin-Gurney
amendment, I do think it is better than
the emasculation of the Neutrality Act
under another name. I may say to the
Senator from New Hampshire that if he
does not offer the amendment which he
proposed, I myself, being very much op-
posed to it but thinking that as a substi-
tute for the committee amendment it is
very much preferable, will afford the
Senate an opportunity to vote on Mr.
Willkie.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I think
the joint resolution reported by the Sen-
ate Committee on Foreign Relations ac-
complishes in major part the desired
objectives of the Senators who offered
the amendment. It does not by any
means accomplish entirely our desired
objective. We feel exactly the same
about the amendment as on the day
we offered it. We are for outright re-
peal. I personally voted against the
Neutrality Act, and I have been con-
sistent ever since, and am against it to-
day. But in the inferest of unity we
will not offer our amendment, and we
will support the pending joint resolu-
tion as reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma., Mr.
President, I shall take but a moment of
the time of the Senate.

The Neutrality Act embraces 20 sec-
tions. I supported the bill when it was
before the Senate for consideration. I
have supported the various bills for
strengthening our national defense. I
have supported the appropriations nec-
essary to meet the expenses of our de-
fense program.

Recently the President submitted a
recommendation that section 6 of the
Neutrality Act should be repealed. The
other body of the Congress, acting upon
his recommendation, passed House Joint
Resolution 237, proposing to repeal sec-
tion 6 of the act. The joint resolution
came to this body for consideration.
The committee to which the joint res-
olution was referred reported it back in
substance, repealing section 6, but added
the recommendation that sections 2 and
3 likewise be repealed.

Mr, President, it is my contention that
upon request of any Member of the Sen-
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ate a division could be had of the first
section of the joint resolution, because
it embraces the proposed repeal of two
sections.

My desire is to leave upon the statute
books section 3 of the Neutrality Act.
Section 1 gives the President power to
declare that a state of war exists be-
tween two or more naftions. As more
nations enter the war, he has a right to
amend his proclamation by adding the
new states,

Section 3 provides that the President
can define a combat area around the
warring nations.

Under section 1 and under section 3
the President has full authority to han-
dle the matter «s he sees proper. To the
end that I may have a chance to vote to
retain section 3, I submit an amendment,
and ask that it be reported from the
desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The Crier CLERK. On page 2, lines 2
and 3, after the parenthesis, it is pro-
posed to strike out the comma and the
rest of the line and all of line 3, down to
and including the word “are,” and to
insert the word “is.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklashoma. Mr.
President, if the amendment submitted
should be agreed to, section 1 of the
pending joint resolution would read as
follows:

That section 2 of the Neutrality Act of
1939 (relating to commerce with states en-
gaged in armed conflict) is hereby repealed.

The adoption of the amendment
would leave section 3 of the Neutrality
Act on the statute books. This section
prevents the sending of our ships into
combat zones.

In order that the record may be com-
plete, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in my remarks the
text of section 1 of the existing Neutral-
ity Act.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
Jjection?

There being no objection, section 1 was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

PROCLAMATION OF A STATE OF WAR BETWEEN
FOREIGN STATES

BSection 1. (a) That whenever the President,
or the Congress by concurrent resolution, -
shall find that there exists a state of war be-
tween foreign states, and that it is necessary
to promote the security or preserve the peace
of the United States or to protect the lives
of citizens of the United States, the President
shall issue a proclamation naming the states
involved; and he shall, from time to time,
by proclamation, name other states as and
when they may become involved in the war.

(b) Whenever the state of war which shall
have caused the President to issue any proe-
lamation under the authority of this section
shall have ceased to exist with respect to any
state named in such proclamation, he shall
revoke such proclamation with respect to
such state,

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask that at this point the com-
plete text of section 3 of the Neutrality
Act be included as a part of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

Is there ob-
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There being no objection, section 3
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

COMEAT AREAS

Sec. 3. (a) Whenever the President shall
have issued a proclamation under the au-
thority of section 1 (a), and he shall there-
nafter find that the protection of citizens of
the United States so requires, he shall, by
proclamation, define combat areas, and
thereafter it shall be unlawful, except under
such rules and regulations as may be pre-
scribed, for any citizen of the United Btates
or any American vessel to proceed into or
through any such combat area. The combat
areas 0 defined may be made to apply to
surface vessels or aircraft, or both.

(b) In case of the violation of any of the
provisions of this section by any American
vessel, or any owner or officer thereof, such
vessel, owner, or officer shall be fined not
more than $50,000 or imprisoned for mnot
more than 5 years, or both. Should the
owner of such vessel be a corporation, or-
ganization, or association, each officer or
director participating in the violation shall
be liable to the penalty hereinabove pre-
ecribed. In case of the violation of this sec-
tion by any citizen traveling as a passenger,
such passenger may be fined not more than
#10,000 or imprisoned for not more than 2
years, or both.

{c) The President may from time to time
modify or extend any proclamation issued
under the authority of this section, and when
the conditions which shall bave caused him
to issue any such proclamation shall have
ceased to exist he shall revoke such procla-
mation, and the provisions of this section
ehall thereupon cease to apply, except as to
offenses committed prior to such revocation.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
FPresident, on the pending amendment I
ask for a yea and nay vote.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, before
I discuss for a very brief moment the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma, I wish to pay what I think is a
deserved tribute to the Senator from
Texas [Mr. CoNnNaLLY], the chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations. I
have been intimately associated with the
Senator from Texas, from a legislative
and personal standpoint, for many years.
He and I served in the House of Repre-
sentatives together.

The Committee on Foreien Relations,
especially in times such as these, is one
of the outstanding committees of the
Senate, or of the Congress, I might say.
The Senator from Texas assumed the
chairmanship of this committee recently,

-when the senior Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GeorcEl, who wes a great chairman
of that committee, and who is a great
Senator, relinquished the post of chair-
man of the committee to become Chair-
man of the Commitiee on Finance.

I wish to compliment the Senator from
Texas on the diplomacy, the fairness,
and the statesmanlike qualities which he
has exemplified in the handling of this
great piece of legislation before the
United States Senate. I do this unre-
servedly, because I think the Senator
from Texas is entitled to have this ex-
pression of our confidence in him and
in his ability in the conduct of the meas-
ure before us through the Senate.

Now a word about the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oklahoma
I[Mr. TroMAs]. I regret whenever I feel
compelled to disagree with anything sug-
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gested by the Senator from Oklahoma.
He and I, as in the case of the Senator
from Texas, served in the House of
Representatives together, and we came
to the Senate together. There is no man
in the Senate for whose convictions and
for whose character and personality I
have greater respect.

However, the amendment which the
Senator has offered in effect leaves sec-
tion 3 of the so-called neutrality law in
effect. It would repeal section 2, which
deals with belligerent ports. The repeal
of section 2 would permit our ships to
go into belligerent ports, but the failure
to repeal section 3 would prevent our
ships from going through zones pre-
scribed by the President in order to get
to belligerent ports. That, in a nutshell,
would be the effect of the Senator’s
amendment.

I agree that the President has the
power, under section R, o modify or even
to lift the proclamations which he has
issued setting out war zones, or zones of
conflict, through which American ships
cannot pass, but it seems to me incon-
sistent to provide, as we are proposing to
do, that our ships may go into belligerent
ports, but also provide that they cannot
go through the zones prescribed by the
President in order fto get to belligerent

ports, :

Irealize that the President may modify
his proclamations, he may lift them alto-
gether; but I do not believe the President
should be required to exercise a technical
authority which he may possess by lift-
ing the war zones, or modifying them, in
order that our ships may go into bellig-
erent ports whose entry we are providing
for in the pending joint resolution.

I can say to the Senator from Okla-
homa and to the Senate that, although
the President in his message to the Con-
gress emphasized the repeal of section 6
as immediately necessary, he called our
attention to other restrictions, and in
those other restrictions the President had
in mind sections 2 and 3. Because of a
situation which then existed, he did not
feel at liberty to urge specifically the re-
peal of sections 2 and 3, but I can say to
the Senator from Oklahoma and to the
Senate that from the very outset the
President has felt that sections 2, 3, and 6
were inseparably linked together, and
that whatever we did about one of them
should be done about all three of them.

For these reasons, with the greatest re-
spect and deference to the Senator from
Oklahoma, I venturs to wish that the
Senate will not adopt the amendment
which he has offered.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. Knowing the Presi-
dent’s attitude on all these matters in
general, is it too much to say that the
President does not want the power under
section 3 as it now exists, does not want
to be embarrassed by having to exercise
these high functions, but wants Congress
to have the power?

Mr. BARKLEY. I think it is to the
President’s credit to say that he feels
that Congress having enacted section 3,
he does not desire to take any technical
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advantage of any power he has under it
to countermand or countervail the wishes
of Congress in this matter. He feels that
Congress itself should act on section 3,
instead of requiring him to exercise some
technical authority by a modification of
section 3, or by the lifting of a proclama-
tion to get rid of section 3 by Executive
order, instead of by congressional action.

For the reasons I have stated, I hope
the Senator’s amendment will not be
agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
President, I join with the Senator from
Kentucky in the encomiums he has pro-
nounced on the Senator from Texas
[Mr. ConwarrLy]. I have found him in
this trying time to be courteous, kindly,
and I think, wholly fair. I can say no
more concerning him.

Mr. President, a little over 24 years
ago I sat in the House Chamber, in a
joint meeting of the Houses of Congress,
listening to a President tell us why it
was necessary to enter into war. I lis-
tened then, first, because I was new to
the Congress, secondly, because of the
words of the President. I recall his first
line. He said:

It is terrible to take this great, peaceful
country of ours into war.

Then he spoke his reasons for wishing
that to be done. His words had upon me
an effect which I have never forgotten.
I spent that night almost sleepless, think-
ing of war and what war meant. I feel
somewhat in that condition today, espe-
cially after the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. Typincs] delivered his peculiarly
apt speech respecting the situation which
we face. I felt 24 years ago it was a ter-
rible thing to take this country into war.
I feel tonight, sir, upon the eve of that
perhaps being accomplished, that it is a
terrible thing to take this country into
war.

I speak tonight under some handicaps,
but I have the feeling, sir, that no man
can do more when the time comes than to
speak as he thinks he should speak in be-
half of his country.

And how can man die better
Than facing fearful odds

For the ashes of his fathers
And the temples of his gods?

Tonight I have a feeling, sir, that
scarce lets me speak concerning what we
are about to do. I have the feeling, sir,
that we are committing a grave mistake,
that we are placing our country in a peril
which I cannot adequately describe.

I think, sir, that I have heretofore re-
ferred very briefly to the fact that this
is a question, after all, of peace and war.
It is a question of peace and war. Other
Senators have the right to have any opin-
ion they see fit to have in regard to war,
I have the right to have my poor opinion
in regard to peace.

I am at an age now, sir, when war is to
me, as President Wilson described it, a
terrible thing. I am at an age now, sir,
when I firmly believe that any man who
would take this country into war, when
his judgment is against it or his con-
science tells him otherwise, would he do-
ing the greatest disservice he could do
unto this country.
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Tonight we speak the last word., It is
the Iast word that deals with this subject
of war, If Senators upon this side of the
Chamber—I am in a place where I ought
not to be perhaps—can be cajoled or can
be threatened or in any other way
induced to vote for war against their bet-
ter instincts and their better manhood,
then I say they will do something unto
their country they can never undo, and I
say that at 75 years of age I do not want
upon my soul the infamy of taking this
country into war when I believe fully it
ought not to be taken into war.

Mr. President, we have heard the ques-
tion of what war means and what peace
means so0 often broached on both sides of
this controversy that it would be a work
of supererogation for me to discuss it
further; it would be idle for me to tell the
Senate what war means or what peace
means. It would be useless for me to say
to any of my colleagues that they are
ruining their country. They do not want
to ruin it any more than I do. Their
motives are just as pure as mine, I take
it. They ought to be. If they are not,
they should be ashamed of themselves.
But I believe their motives are just as
pure as mine, and they ought not to want
to take their country into any path at the
end of which is ruin, and ruin is at the
end of this vote which is about to be cast
tonight.

Mr. President, yesterday we gave to
Russia $1,000,000,000. We gave her the
greatest loan ever given to any nation, I
think, within the memory of man. We
gave Russia $1,000,000,000 to do with just
as she saw fit. Then, can Senators say
that there is no danger in what they do?

I shall not now argue the right or the
wrong of the sinking of any particular
vessel. The czhairman of the Naval Af-
fairs Committee [Mr. Warsal has the
records. They show no wrong, perhaps,
upon one side of this controversy. They
speak for themselves. Senators can see
them if they wish tc. If they do not
wish to, they can close their eyes and say
nothing concerning them.

I speak now of money, and I speak of
it in the secondary aspect alone. The
money we have expended in our prepara-
tion for war and the money we have
loaned to other courtries is an amount
large enough to ruin any country on the
face of the earth. I do not see how our
country is ever going to repay the money
to those from whom it has been borrowed
or get back that which we have loaned to
others. Money has been loaned to al-
most every country that can be thought
of. The administration fights in every
sea of the world. The administration
permits our ships to pass through every
ocean and every bay, and then expects to
get off scot free.

But, Senators, it is war, war, it is war
that you cannot afford, that I cannot af-
ford, that none of us as Americans can
afford. I am simply an American. I
care not for Great Britain or “Bundles
for Britain.” I care not for Germany
and Hitler’s crimes. I care not for Rus-
sia and Russia’s greed. I care not for
any of those countries, I am only an
American, claiming the right to speak
as an American in an American Con=

" Britain.
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gress. There have been too few words
spoken in the American fashion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from California on the
amendment has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I shall
take time on the joint resolution.

Take these things by themselves; put
down in a column of figures exactly what
the liabilities of this country are today.
Write them down and tell them off, and
then say to the people of this land, “There
is no danger of war; there is no danger
of any kind or character.” Write them
down in any fashion you choose; write
them with all the peculiar ambiguities
which are established by the White
House; and when you are through, there
is a staggering amount of money due
this people, which we never again can
pay.

What do you say to it? You say, “We
have the freedom of the seas.” Do you
not realize that Wilson surrendered the
freedom of the seas in his last cam-
paign? Do you not realize that when he,
the greatest man in the world at that
time, acclaimed by the common people
in every country on earth, and whose
meetings were greater than those ever
held by man before, asked for the freedom
of the seas he was told instanfer by
Great Britain, “You cannof have freedom
of the seas"?

I do not know why we are talking about
freedom of the seas. Freedom of the
seas will always be denied by Great
I do not care whether she
squinted at it in the papers which were
drawn up between the Prime Minister
and our President. She will never sur-
render freedom of the seas. Control of
the seas is the cornerstone of her pros-
perity and her empire. She once re-
fused to grant freedom of the seas; we
acquiesced, and that was the end of if.
When the time comes she will again
refuse, we will asquiesce, and that will
be the end of it.

It is hard for me to talk. I am an
emotional old man. I feel very keenly
the great things of life. I feel more
keenly than I can say what befalls us in
our daily walks. Declare war tonight
and, under the Providence of God, every
man who votes to do so will live to regret
it to the last day of his life.

Recall again the whole system of war.
War is not a plaything. It is not some-
thing for you or me or somebody else to
play with. War is a brutal actuality.
We cannot afford war. I cannot afford
it. None of us can afford it. In the
name of God, in the name of all the
mothers of this land, and in the name
of all those who have been asking our
assistance and intervention in this con-
troversy, I appeal to the better part. of
the nature of all Senators. Do not de-
clare war. Do not plunge this country
into that sort of holocaust.

Mr. HATCH obtained the floor.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. As I under-
stand the amendment of the Senator
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from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMas], it is to
strike out the last two words, “and sec-
tion” in line 2, on page 2 of the committee
amendment, and all the language in line
3 up to the comma, striking out the word
“are” and inserting in place thereof the
word “is.”

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator’s
statement is correct.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, If the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma
should be agreed to, would it still be in
order for me or any other Senator to offer
an amendment striking out the remainder
of the first three lines of the committee
amendment on page 2?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It would be.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. And if the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa should be rejected, would it still be
in order to offer the amendment which I
originally offered, striking out all of the
first three lines on page 2?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
ruling of the Chair,

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
merely to observe, after the remarks of
the distinguished, able, and lovable Sen-
ator from California [Mr, Joanson], that
I agree with everything he said against
war. Of course, we are all against war.
If there is any Senator who favors
war, I should like to have him rise and
say so. There is none.

But some of us believe that the policy
which the present administration has
pursued has been the best possible means .
to avoid war. I do not know whether it
will avoid war. Perhaps it will not.
Probably I should say it will not avoid
war, becaure whether we go to war does
not happen to rest in our hands.

Mr. President, all of us are against
war. We are going to do the best we can
to avoid war, and I think the course we
are pursuing is the best course we can
pursue to avoid sending our boys abroad
and having them die.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. TaHomas] to the committee amend-
ment.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, I desire to address myself to the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa and to be notified at the conclusion
of my time on that particular amend-
ment,

A little while ago, in his extremely im-
passioned and quite eloquent speech, the
majority leader of this body referred to
memories and anniversaries. In my
opinion, the question of memories and
anniversaries is one which should haunt
every Member of this body tonight as he
casts his vote on the question of com-
mitting this Nation to the shambles of
war.

Yes; anniversaries. Only 1 year ago
day before yesterday, Mr. President, the
American people went to the polls in this
country to cast their votes for the elec-
tion of a President of the United States.
What was their choice? Their choice
was between two men, each of whom pas-
sionately assured the people of the
United States that if he were elected
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President of the United States he would
keep this people out of war, and keep this
people from marching down the path
that leads to war. The citizenry had
their choice between the platforms of two
great national parties, each one of which
pledged the United States against in-
volvement in war.

While this does not happen fo be the
precise anniversary—it is 2 days late—
it is so close to it that it ought to make
each one of us pause when we think that
since that time the American people have
been betrayed by both the candidates
who sought their favor a year ago yes-
terday, because both of them have advo-
cated taking us do>wn the path to war,
and both of the party platforms—the
platform of the Democratic Party and
the platform of the Republican Party—
have been repudiated, at least to a large
extent, by the actions of their responsible
spokesmen at that time. That is an
anniversary which should be remembered
as we vote tonight, Mr. President.

Then there is zsnother anniversary, a
more tragic anniversary, which we have
not yet reached, but which will be reached
next Tuesday, shortly after this body
shall have actec on the pending measure,
possibly the day before the House of Rep-
resentatives will have the opportunity to
act on it. That is the twenty-third anni-
versary of the armistice, when the guns
wor. finally stilled, and when men all
over the world stood around with watches
in their hands and waited for 11 o’clock
on e 11th of November for the end of
the greatest war in all history—as all of
us thought—when we believed we had
been fighting a war to end war, when we
believed we had been fighting a war to
make the world safe for democracy.

Mr. President, from the 11th of No-
vember 1918, when 2,000,000 men in
American uniforms in Europe—many of
them dirty and mud-stained, some of
them 1lloody, some of them wounded,
many of them in hospitals—waited for
the hour of 11 o'clock and the stilling of
the guns to arrive, the promise has been
made repeatedly to the fathers and
mothers of America, to the veterans of
America, to the people of America, that
never again would American boys’ lives
be sacrificed in other people’s wars; and,
in the majestic language of the Demo-
cratic platform of 1940, that American
boys would not be sent to die unless we
ourselves were attacked. Yet on next
Tuesday, Armistice Day—and I mention
that because the Senator from Kentucky
was talking about anniversaries—we
shall have an anniversary which will be
on the immediate eve of a vote in the
House of Representatives to make effec-
tive a repudiation of every one of those
promises to the fathers and mothers of
America and the people of America.

So, Mr. President, as we vote tonight,
between the recurrence of those two
great anniversaries—one of the election
of 1940, the other of the Armistice of
1918—1 think we may well pause to con-
sider those two tremendous betrayals of
the American people.

Mr, President, the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. BargLE¥Y] spoke with elo-
quence in praising other Members of
the Senate; and I should apologize for
not taking the time at this hour fto
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voice any encomiums upon my col-
leagues in this body, because I have
been warned by the public press, upon
the authority of the President of the
United States, that even 1 minute may
be of the most vital importance in the
passage of this joint resolution. There-
fore, much as I should like to do so, I
shall not take the time, as the Senator
from Kentucky did, to pass encomiums
on either the Senator from Texas, or
the Senator from Oklahoma, or any of
my colleagues. I recall, however, that
the Senator from Kentucky in the course
of his remarks stated that the Treaty
of Versailles was faulty, and the fore-
runner of a great many other troubles,
because the victors dictated it; and I
wonder if the Senator from Kentucky
will be able to explain to the Senate
who he thinks will dictate the next
peace, if there ever is a peace.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I shall be
glad to yield to the Senator from Ken-
tucky in just a moment, if he will per-
mit me to finish my question.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I shall be
glad to have the Senator from Kentucky
tell us if it is not a fact that the British
have sworn that they will never permit
any sort of a peace that does not in-
volve the absolute dismemberment of
Germany. I shall be glad to have him
tell us whether he has any assurance
that a peace made by Russia, if Rus-
sia is victorious, will not involve the abso-
lute subjugation of Finland.

I should like to have the Senator from
Kentucky tell me whether be thinks that
a peace conference attended by the
United States after we were exhausted,
as well as every other nation in the
world, would give us any better hope of
dictating fair terms of peace than we
had in 1918.

I am glad now to yield to the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, an-
swering the first question of the Senator
from Missouri as to who will dictate the
next peace, I wish to say 1 hope it will
not be Hitler.

LoMf' CLARK of Missouri, I hope so,

0.

Mr. BARKLEY. Next, I have never
heard that Great Britain had secretly or
openly, or in any other way, indicated
that she would never agree to any peace
which did not involve the dismember-
ment of Germany.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator will take the trouble
to read the debates in the House of Com-
mons as reported in the American press,
he will have no difficulty in ascertaining
that fact.

Mr. BAREKLEY. I have trouble
enough in keeping up with the debates in
the United States Senate. [Laughter.]

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Missouri on the
amendment has expired.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, Presi-
dent, I shall address the Senate on the
joint resolution later.

Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, I do not
desire to get into this debate, I am fur-
ther from understanding what all the
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Senators are driving at than when the
debate first began. I merely want to
define my position, and then I shall be
through.

I am not going to vote to authorize our
merchant ships or any other American
ships to go into the war zones as pro-
claimed by the President. Any man who
has sense enough, I started to say, to be
8 citizen—not to be in the United States
Senate, because it seems as if those of
use who have the least sense come here
[laughterl—should realize that the Pres-
ident has defined the war zones, and the
belligerents have their vessels there, Mr.
President, do you think an American
vessel can be loaded with materials for
England, with guns and provisions, and
that we can expect Germany to say,
“Well, go on in,” and not shoot hell out
of them? That is exactly what the Ger-
mans will do. Of course they will, just as
happened in the Civil War. Talk about
the freedom of the sea. The North had
a lot of freedom when they were running
the blockade.

I will vote to arm our merchant ves-
sels and authorize them to stay within
the zones prescribed by the President,
and I will not go any further. I would
be an infamous fool, as everybody else
here would be, to say we are going fo
assert the right to send our vessels into
a war zone and expect the Stars and
Stripes to be respected.

Mr, President, I have listened to this
argument ad nauseum. I will tell you the
thing for us to do, or the thing I am go-
ing to do. I hope I am not like the man
who was on the jury. The judge came in
and said, “Why in the devil don't you
reach a verdict?” The juror said, “There
are 11 of the damndest fools in there,
and every one of them is agin’ me.”
[Laughter.] I will vote to arm the ves-
sels, and then I want them prohibited by
Congress from going into the war zones
and inviting a war.

Do we not know that that would be the
result? Does anyone think the Russians,
the English, or Mr. Hitler would let us
carry provisions and arms to their
enemies?

As an American citizen, and the oldest
Member in point of service in this body—
I have been here 33 years—I want to
voice my unalterable opposition to Amer-
ican convoys for British ships. People
get rich by attending to their own busi-
ness, and we may have more business on
our hands shortly than we anticipate.
But I want Congress to assert its power,
and dictate what shall be the fate of the
American people. They elected you and
they elected me to enact legislation.
They provided a court to adjudicate be-
tween the delegated powers and the re-
served powers, and they elected the Ex-
ecutive to execute the laws which we pass.

We have given him some leeway. I
said “some,” but I will say “all.” Yes;
we have given him everything. But I
want to read the first paragraph of sec-
tion 3 of the Neutrality Act, so that there
will be no misunderstanding about what
I am driving at. Section 3 reads:

(a) Whenever the President shall have
issued a preclamation under the authority
of section 1 (a), and he shall thereafter find
that the protection of citizens of the United
States so requires, he shall, by proclamation,
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define combat areas, and thereafter it shall
be unlawful, except under such rules and
regulations as may be prescribed, for any citi-
zen of the United States or any American
vessel to proceed into or through any such
combat area. The combat areas so defined
may be made to apply to surface vessels
or aircraft, or both.

That is what I want. That is plain,
practical English. If says there are cer-
tain areas into which we can go and have
a right to go, and there may be certain
others into which we have no right to go.
I shall never forget the fateful evening
when the message came that the Kaiser
had issued a statement that after mid-
night that night he would prosecute un-
restricted U-boat warfare, warning
America to take her ships off all the seas.
Of course, I voted for war then, and
under similar conditions I would vote for
it now; kut no such proclamation has
been issued by Hitler. In case the Ger-
mans pass over the zone and into the seas
which are not prescribed, and attack our
vessels, I want our vessels prepared to
defend themselves as best they may; but
I am not going to vote here tonight—I do
not know what pressure is on others;
there has been none on me except my own
conscience, and that is pretty weak
[laughter]—I am not going to vote with
my eyes open to repeal a law which says
our ships shall not go into a combat zone.
That is a dangerous place; and if they go
into it and get shot, the American people
will say, “You shot my ship.” I want the
blood to ke on the hands of those who
vote to send the boys there.

An undeclared war? No; I want
kept as it is section 3 of the Neutrality
Act which forbids our ships to go into
combat zones. Then, if it is desired to
arm vessels, I am perfectly agreeable to
that, I think they should be armed.
There are mad dogs about everywhere,
and there is no telling when it will be
necessary to shoot. The propagancists
will have it said that they did shoot at
us. I am looking for that. Of course,
that assertion will be made here immedi-
ately. We have propaganda mills 1un-
ning—propaganders and propageese, too.
[Laughter.] I see the geese are in it—the
women. We have propaganders and
propageese, and God knows what all.

Whatever we do, let us keep the provi-
sion allowing war zones to be defined by
the President. Let the belligerent coun-
tries fight it out there; but let us by law
prohibit our men from rushing in to be
shot at and then saying to the American
people, “Let us go to war.”

I must say to the Senate that I am a
little doubtful about the wisdom of my
making a speech. If I should get started,
I might say much more than it would
be wise for me to say. But I am pleading
for the preservation of section 3, and
then to permit arming our vessels within
our own prescribed territory; and, so help
me God, that is as far as I am going,
and it is as far as any decent American
citizen ought to go. If we remove every-
thing, and leave it to those who are try-
ing to rush us into war, I am not deceived
about what will happen. There is not a
man on this floor who does not know
exactly the logical sequence of the events
that have been going on for more than a
year. Oh, yes; the logical sequence will
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be that bombs will begin to drop, not
for the sake of America, but for the sake
of a few men.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from South Carolina on the
amendment has expired.

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Chair. I
have already, perhaps, said more than
I should have said. I have been told that
I have 10 minutes on the joint resolution,
but probably I had better not take more
than a little of it; but I cannot under-
stand how any man on this floor can
vote to open the door to arm our ships
and send them into the war zone, and
then say he is not voting for war. What
in the devil is he voting for? [Laughter.]
Does he expect the other fellow to let
him go right through and say, “Why,
yes; that flag is the Stars and Stripes,
and you had better not shoot it”? No,
Mr. President; it is no time for rotten
foolishness.

The VICE PRES/DENT. Does the
Senator desire to take time on the joint
resolution?

Mr. SMITH. I do. I said so. I feel
like turning loose and saying what I am
inclined to say. But I have said enough,
I suppose.

I hope the Senator will vote to retain
the power in the President to prescribe
the war zones, and then say to our ves-
sels, “Stay out of them.” If Russia and
Germany fight and kill each other off, it
will suit me exactly.

Someone asked me how I felt about
Russia. We were hunting the “reds,”
chasing them out of this country, and
then we send the head devil, Mr. Stalin,
a billion dollars. Someone asked me
what I thought about it. I said, “I am
in favor of that. I would ride the devil
as long as he was going toward heaven,
but when he turned off I would get down.”
[Laughter.]

1 would use Mr. Stalin to help annihi-
late Mr. Hitler. I hope they will kill
each other off and leave the world in
peace. That is how I feel.

Mr. President, the amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma would carry out
what I desire, leaving section 3, giving
power to the President to define the war
zones, and then arming our own vessels,
but keeping them within the limits which
the President defines. That is my posi-
tion.

If any think I am afraid to fight, just
try me personally, and see. [Laughter.]
I have heard that miserable suggestion
made. Several fellows wired me and
said, “Why don’t you resign or get on the
band wagon?” I said, “I am going to
hell fast enough without accelerating my
speed by getting on the band wagon.”
[Laughter.]

If we had a secret ballot here tonight,
I do not believe there would be 10 votes
against section 3.

Mr, HATCH. Why does the Senator
want a secret ballot?

Mr. SMITH. To give some cowards
an opportunity to express themselves.
That is why I want it. They just have
not the courage.

Mr. President, I am through. God
knows I would have liked to talk for an
hour,

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I rise to re-
sist the amendment offered by my col-
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lecgue for two reasons, both of which add
up to national defense.

The first reason is that if we leave sec-
tion 3 in the act, then the United States
will be unable to deliver weapons to the
men who are resisting Hitler. There-
fore, they cannot resist him as effec-
tively as they could if we were able to
deliver them more weapons.

If we were able to deliver Russia
enough heavy equipment tonight so that
Russia would be on a parity with Ger-
many, Russia would stop the Nazi war
machine in its tracks tomorrow. That
would mean increased security for the
United States. Therefore, we should not
tie our hands by this self-imposed re-
striction on the use of our own ships.
So, in the interest of our own self-
defense, we should remove this limitation
so that we can deliver more weapons to
the men who are resisting Hitler.

Secondly, I resist the amendment be-
cause it would make it impossible for the
United States to bring much needed crit-
ical materials for our own defense in our
own ships.

I wish to refer to some of the testimony
before the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, notably, the testimony of Dr. Wil-
liam Y. Elliott, professor of government
in Harvard University, in which he
pointed out that it is necessary for the
United States to import 1,300,000 tons
of manganese every year, and as our de-
fense production increases, he estimated
it would reach 1,500,000 tons which it
would be necessary for the United States
to import every year for the manufacture
of weapons.

If we keep this self-imposed restric-
tion, then how are we to bring this neces-
sary material into this country? The
material comes from India, Africa, and
the Philippines and if war should break
out in the Dutch East Indies or in Thai-
land, under section 3 the President would
be required to declare that part of the
world a combat zone, or evade the law
by subterfuge, to which I do not sub-
scribe.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LEE. I yield for a question,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Does the
Senator know of any instance of the
President establishing a war zone in
the Far East, or of any way in which the
Neutrality Act as at present on the stat-
ute books interferes with our importa-
tion of manganese, or any of the other
essential materials?

Mr. LEE. Of course, the Senator real-
izes that war flaming suddenly in the
East would close all the seas to which he
has just referred, or the President would
be compelled to adopt the subterfuge of
not declaring that part of the world a
war zone. I do not subscribe to that.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the Sena-
tor will pardon me for a question—as I
know his time is limited, there has been
a war in the Far East for several years,
and the President has not seen fit to
declare a war zone. What might occur
in the Senator’s view, which would pre-
vent the United States from importing
any war materials it needed?

Mr. LEE. If Japan should want to
force the declaration of a combat zone in
the east, Japan could declare war on

Mr. Presi-
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China, what is up to now an undeclared
war. Then, under the law, it would he
necessary for the President to declare
that a combat zone, or ignore the law en-
tirely, and I do not subscribe to subter-
fuge, to forcing the President into a
position in which he must choose between
the security of this country and resorting
to a subterfuge. I do not subscribe to
that, and I do not want to have Congress
pass legislation which would force the
President into such a position.

We import our manganese principally
from India, Africa, and the Philippines,
and if war should break out over there,
or if the Japanese should declare that
undeclared war a war, then under the law
the President would have to close those
seas to our ships, and it would be unlaw-
ful for us to bring this necessary man-
ganese to the United States in our own
ships.

Furthermore, there is chromite, which
is so necessary, and 70 percent of the
chromite we need we import. It is neces-
sary for the manufacture of weapons.
We get it from the Philippines, from
South Africa, and from Rhodesia, all of
which would be closed to us if war were
declared in the Far East.

Then there is mica, which goes into
insulation in the electrical industry.

There is also manila fiber, so necessary
in the manufacture of ropes, which will
be so essential with our new shipbuilding
program. There is no substitute for it.
The henequen of Mexico is not a substi-
tute for manila fiber in the manufacture
of ropes.

There are rubber and tin, which we
import from the Dutch East Indies. If
we agree to the amendment of the senior
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS]
we shall close those seas, we shall put
ourselves in the position that those seas
can by our own law be closed to the use
of our own ships to bring to the United
States those necessary strategic mate-
rials which are necessary in the making
of our own weapons.

Therefore, Mr. President, I strongly
urge that the Senate reject the amend-
ment and thus not tie our own hands,
in a world on fire today, with war
spreading to new areas all the time. I
urge that this self-imposed limitation
on the use of our own ships for our own
defense be not continued. Therefore I
hope the amendment will be defeated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS]
to the committee amendment on page
2, lines 2 and 3.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MURDOCK (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Washington
[Mr. BonNel who is detained in the hos-
pital and is unable to be here to vote. I
therefore withhold my vote. I am ad-
vised that if the Senator from Washing-
ton were present he would vote “yea' on
this amendment.

I ask
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Mr. SPENCER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Reepl. I am advised that if present he
would vote “yea.” If at liberty to vote,
I should vote “nay.”

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho (when his
name was called). I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Havpen]. I understand if present he
would vote “nay.” I am advised that I
can transfer my pair to the senior Sena-
tor from South Dakota [Mr. Burowl.
I transfer my pair to him and will vote.
I vote “yea.” If the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Burow] were present he
would vote “yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. Bone] and
the Senator from New York [Mr. Wag-
NER] are absent from the Senate because
of illness.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr,
Burow], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Havpen], and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
REyYNoLDS] is paired with the Senator
from New York [Mr. WaGNER].

Iam advised that if present the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. REyNoLDS]
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
New York [Mr. Waener], if present,
would vote “nay.”

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REgp] is nec-
essarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 38,
nays 50, as follows:

YEAS—38
Adams Gillette Taft
Alken Holman Thomas, Idaho
Bilbo Johnson, Callf, Thomas, Okla.
Brewster Johnson, Colo. Tobey
Brooks La Follette Tydings
Burton Langer Vandenberg
Butler Lodge Van Nuys
Byrd McCarran Walsh
Capper McNary ‘Wheeler
Chavez Maloney White
Clark, Idaho Nye Wiley
Clark, Mo. Shipstead Willis
Davis Smith

NAYS—60
Andrews George Murray
Austin Gerry Norris
Bailey . Glass O'Danfel
Ball Green O'Mahoney
Bankhead Guifey Overton
Barbour Gurney Pepper
Barkley Hatch Radcliffe
Bridges Herring Rosler
Brown Hill Russell
Bunker Hughes Schwartz
Caraway Kllgore Bmathers
Chandler Lee Btewart
Connally Lucas Thomas, Utah
Danaher McFarland Truman
Downey McEellar Tunnell
Doxey Maybank Wallgren
Ellender Mead

NOT VOTING—8

Bone Murdock _ Spencer
Bulow Reed Wagner
Hayden Reynolds

So the amendment of Mr. THoMAS of
Oklahoma to the amendment of the com-
mittee was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the committee amend-
ment.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, Presi-
dent, I now offer my amendment to strike
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out lines 1, 2, and 3 at the top of page 2
of the committee amendment.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection,
of course, to a vote on the Senator’s
amendment, to which he is entitled; but
the same result would be accomplished
by a vote on the committee amendment.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Iam entirely
familiar with that fact; but there has
been some “jimmying around” here to-
night, and my amendment has been ruled
by the Chair to be entirely in order,

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course it is. Let
me say to the Senator that I have not
been engaged in any “jimmying around.”

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think the
Senator has.

Mr. BEARKLEY. Oh,no.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-

dent, I now desire, in consideration of my
own amendment, to resume the remarks
I was making when I was interrupted a
few minutes ago.

In his impassioned speech for war, de-
livered just before or just after 5 o’clock,
the distinguished majority leader, the
Senator from EKentucky [Mr. BargLeY]
stated his honest opinion that the fighting
had stopped too soon in 1918—that we
had not fought long enough or far enough.
He stated that that has been a view com-
monly expressed, and to that view he gave
his adherence tonight.

Mr. President, some of us heard some-
thing to the same effect in November
1918. That opinion was expressed only
by men who were in safe positions in the
Senate or the House of Representatives,
in newspaper offices, or on lecture plat-
forms in this country. I did not hear
such a view expressed by men who wore
the uniform of the United States at that
time, who were glad to see the armistice
come along, and who were not among
those who were howling to bring the
Hun to his knees and go on to Berlin.
So I regret to hear the distinguished
majority leader, nearly & quarter of a
century later, stand on this floor on the
eve of practically another declaration of
war and say that he thinks we did not
go far enough in 1918.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Kentucky went on to discuss
freedom of the seas. So far as I am
advised, for the first time in American
history he undertook to characterize the
reseniment of the American colonists
against the Navigation Acts prior to the
Revolutionary War as being a fight for
freedom of the seas. Every schoolboy
in the United States—at least every
schoolboy I have ever known—knows
that the Navigation Acts, while very
much resented, were resented as domestic
acts, while we made no profession what-
ever to not being a part of the British
Empire. Nobody ever contended that
any question of international freedom
of the seas was involved in the Naviga-
tion Acts. Nobody ever contended that
the Navigation Acts were the controlling
cause of our enfrance into the Revolu-
tion.
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I had thought until tonight that every-
body was familiar with the fact that the
Revolution was caused by a long succes-
sion of violations of the rights of the
American colonists as Englishmen; and
until tonight I never heard the imposi-
tion of the Navigation Acts introduced as
an exhibition of disregard for freedom of
the seas.

I do not desire at this hour of the night
to discuss the question of the freedom of
the seas at any great length further
than to repudiate certain efforts that
have been made here today in the course
of this debate to take up the old doctrine
of freedom of the seas. We ostensibly
fought two wars—at least many Sena-
tors say so—on the question of freedom
of the seas. One was in 1812 and the
other in 1917, I wish to call attention
to the fact that at neither of the peace
conferences following those two wars was
the question of freedom of the seas even
mentioned in any of the protocols.

At the Treaty of Ghent after the War
of 1812 the British flatly refused to dis-
cuss the qguestion of the freedom of the
seas; and inasmuch as up to the time of
the conclusion of the Treaty of Ghent
the United States had undoubtedly lost
the War oi 1812, which was saved only
by the Battle of New Orleans, won 3
weeks after the conclusion of the Treaty
of Ghent, the American delegates were
1i;flery glad indeed not to press the ques-

on.

As has been said once or twice pre-
viously tonight, at the Treaty of Ver-
sailles following the war of 1917, as dem-
onstrated from the book of Mr. Churchill,
the British flatly refused even to consider
in the remotest degree the freedom of
‘the seas. How could anybody talk about
the doctrine of freedom of the seas, Mr.
President, when the American Secretary
of the Navy—God save the mark—Col-
onel Knox, is going around the country
at the present time in the most blatant
way announcing that we must form an
alliance with England for at least a hun-
dred years. For what? For freedom of
the seas? No; not for freedom of the
seas. Does anyone contend that if we
were to demand freedom ot the seas for
our ships Great Britain would grant it
tous? No, no, Mr. President. Secretary
Knox does not advocate freedom of the
Seas.

He advocates our alliance with England
for 100 years for the control of the seas.
The British doetrine—and I cannot blame
them for it, because it has meant their
safety—the British doctrine, for which
they have been willing to fight us or any
nation of the world, always has been that
they must control the seas; and I am
ashamed that an American Cabinet officer
at this late date should advocate that we
must make an alliance with England in
which we would play a secondary part, not
for freedom of the seas, but for the con-
trol of the seas.

Mr, President, one other thing: The
Senator from Kenfucky in his most im-
passioned manner, beating the desk and
beating his breast, referred to the Spanish
War of 1898, and asked how many ships
had to be sunk on that occasion before
we declared war, whether it was neces-
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sary to sink 6 or 7 or 20 ships. No; it
was not, he said; only 1 ship had to be
sunk.

If the Senator from Kentucky takes
any pleasure or any pride in the fact that
we declared war on Spain in 1898 because
of the blowing up of the battleship Maine
in the harbor of Habana, an accident,
which has since been indubitably proved
to have happened from internal causes,
with which Spain had nothing to do—if
the Senator from Kentucky takes any
pleasure or any pride in the fact that we
declared war on Spain about the sinking
of the battleship Maine, and is willing to
declare war again on that basis, I leave
that to his own consecience.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri [Mr, Crarg] to
the committee amendment.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MURDOCK (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Washington [Mr,
Bonel, who is detained in a Washington
hospital and is unable to be here to vote.
Therefore I withhold my vote. I am ad-
vised that if the Senator from Washing-
ton were able to be here and were voting,
he would vote “yea.”

Mr. SPENCER (when his name was
called). On thi- vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Kansas [Mr,
Reen]l. Iam advised that if present and
voting, he would vote “yea.” If per-
mitted to vote, I should vote “nay.”

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho (when his name
was calied). Ihave a pair with the senior
Senator from Arizona [Mr. Haypen]. I
transfer that pair to the senior Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Burow]l, who,
I am advised, if present and voting, would
vote as I am about to vote. I vote “yea.”
I am informed that, if present and vot-
ing, the Senator from Arizona [Mr, Hay-
pEN] would vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. BoNel and
the Senator from New York [Mr. Wac-
NER] are absent from the Senate because
of illness.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Burowl, the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Haypen], and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. REyNoLDs] are necessarily
absent,

The Senator from North Carclina [Mr.
Revynorps] is paired with the Senator
from New York [Mr. Wacner]. I am ad-
vised that, if present and voting, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina would vote
“yea” and the Senator from New York
would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 38,
nays 49, as follows:

I ask for the

YEAS—38
Adams Chavez La Follette
Alken Clark, Idaho Langer
Bitko Clark, Mo. Lodge
Brewster Daneher MecCarran
Brooks Davis McNary
Burton Gillette Maloney
Butler Holman Nye
Byrd Johnson, Calif. Shipstead
Capper Johnson, Colo. Smith
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Taft Vandenberg White
Thomas, Idaho Van Nuys Wiley
Tobey Walsh Villis
Tydings Wheeler
NAYS—49

Andrews Gerry Norris
Austin Glass O'Daniel
Balley Green O’'Mahoney
Ball Guffey Overton
Bankhead Gurney Pepper
Barbour Hatch Radcliffe
Barkley Herring Rosler
Bridges Hill Russell
Brown Hughes Schwartz
Bunker Kilgore Smathers
Caraway Lee Stewart
Chandler Lucas Thomas, Utah
Connally McFarland Truman
Downey McKellar Tunnell
Doxey Maybank Wallgren
Ellender Mead
George Murray

NOT VOTING—9
Bone Murdock Spencer
Bulow Reed Thomas, Okla.
Hayden Reynolds Wagner

So the amendment of Mr. Crarx of
Missouri to the committee amendment
was rejected.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, Presi-
dent, believing that the widely pub-
licized views of the would-be leader of
the war party in the United States, Mr,
Willkie, are entitled to be passed upon
in this body, since he has accomplished
so much of his purpose, much as I am
opposed to the nature of the substitute
I am about to propose, but believing that
it seems better than the emasculation of
the Neutraltiy Act, I send to the desk a
substitute for the committee amend-
ment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment, in the nature of a substitute, of-
fered by the Senator from Missouri,
will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. As a substitute for
the committee amendment, it is pro-
pesed to insert the following:

That the Neutrality Act of 1939 is hereby
repealed; but offenses commitied under such
act prior to the date of enactment of this
joint resolution may be prosecuted and
punished, and suits and proceedings for
violations of such act or any rule or reg-
ulation issued for the enforcement thereof
may be commenced and prosecuted, in the
same manner and with the same effect as
if such act had not been repealed.

Mr. HATCH obtained the floor.

Mr., CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent——

Mr. HATCH. I was recognized.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Very well.

Mr. HATCH. 1 yield to the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No; I wish
to claim the floor in my own right. As
the proponent of the amendment, I sup-
posed I would be entitled to prior recog-
nition; but, if the Senator from New
Mexico wants to proceed, very well.

Mr. HATCH. No; the Senator from
Missouri may proceed.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, I desire to make a brief statement.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will yield if
Iﬁl:_e Senator from Texas desires to speak

st.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator is the
author of this amendment——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am not. I
intend to vote for it because I think it is
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better than the despicable amendment
proposed by the Commiittee on Foreign
Relations. I simply desire to identify
this amendment as the so-called Willkie-
Bridges-Austin-Gurney amendment.

Mr. McKELLAR and Mr. AUSTIN ad-
dressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Missouri yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Wait a min-
ute. I shall be glad to yield to any of
the Senators, so long as my time lasts, if
they will permit me to make one brief
statement.

Mr. President, I merely desire to iden-
tify that amendment as being the exact
text of the amendment introduced by the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AusTin|, the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bringes], and the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. GUurRNEY].

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am very
much opposed to the principle of the
Willkie amendment; but, as I said in my
speech on last Saturday, as betweern the
committee amendment and the Willkie
substitute for outright repeal I intend to
vote for the Willkie substitute, because I
think it is more honorable and more can-
did with the American people, when we
are in effect repealing the Neutrality Act,
to say so openly and publicly to the
American people, rather than by various
sections to strike it down and not be
frank enough to say so to the people.

I now yield to the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. McEELLAR].

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the
Senator may or may not remember that
I introticed this amendment a month or
two ago, before anybody came out for it;
and if it came up in the right way—if it
came up as being proposed by one who
sincerely believed in it—I would vote for
it now in preference to the committee
amendment.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Let me say
to the Senator from Tennessee that I
sincerely believe in it as against the com-~
mittee amendment. I said so in my
speech last Saturday; and I repeat that
I sincerely believe in the so-called Willkie
amendment as aga'nst the committee
amendment, because I Jhink it is more
honest. :

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I now yield
to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AUSTIN. I merely want to ask
the Senator from Missouri if he recalls
an incident that occurred in October
1939, a certain colloquy between himself
and myself respecting an amendment
which I then offered.

Mr. CLARK of Llissouri. Yes; I do.

Mr. AUSTIN. Does the Senator re-
member that that amendment, which I
offered 2 years ago, was in the identical
language of this ar.endment?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Then, Mr.
President, if the Senator objects——

Mr. AUSTIN. No.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, If the Sena-
tor objects, I am glad to withdraw any

ﬁlrputation of his being associated with -

Willkie, [Laughter.] 1 do not
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blame the Senator from Vermont. I did
not intend to insult the Senator from
Vermont. I really think too much of
the Senator from Vermont to associate
him in any way with Mr. Willkie. Who-
ever is responsible for the amendment,
I think it is a better amendment than
the committee amendment.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am glad
tc yield to the Senator.

Mr. AUSTIN. I think Iought toassure
the Senator from Missouri that I am very
much honored to know that such a dis-
tinguished citizen as the candidate on
the Republican ticket for President of the
United States saw fit to support openly
this amendment.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, when I was a little boy in Missourt,
years ago, I heard it said that a blind
sow will get an acorn now and then.
iLaughter.]

Mr, BRIDGES. Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the
Sznator from New Hampshire.

Mr. BRIDGES. Does the Senator
from Missouri clearly understand that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AusTIN],
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Gurney], and the Senator from New
Hampshire submitted this amendment
on their own, and that his addition of
Mr. Willkie’s name to the amendment is
wholly adding more generous measure,
and that the Senator from New Hamp-
shire and the Senator from Vermont
voted against the Neutrality Act in 1937?
We were against it then, we are against
it today, and we are against it tonight.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, I again say that I do not blame
the Senator from New Hampshire for his
disclaimers of connection with Mr., Will-
kie. I base my remarks only on the fact
that Mr. Willkie, through all the press
services and in practically every pub-
lication in the United States, claimed the
credit or the discredit, as the case might
be, of the amendment introduced by the
Senator from New Hampshire, the Sena-
tor from Vermont, and the Seznator from
South Dakota. All I am saying is that
in fairness to the undisputed leader of the
war party in this country, this proposi-
tion, which may have been conceived and
sponsored by these three Senators but
was claimed by the late putative candi-
date, the late lamented candidate for
President of the United States, should be
voted on by the Senate.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment.

Mr.LEE. Mr. President, Irise to resist
the amendment. I wish to say that the
effort here to bring in something be-
sides the argument with respect to this
measure has been typical of the debate
all along.

I have heard the opposition to the
measure before the Senate blame Colonel
KEnox; I have heard them blame the
Versailles Treaty for the condition of the
world; I have heard them blame Secre-
tary of War Stimson; I have heard them
blame Wendell Willkie; I have heard
them blame President Roosevelt; but not
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once have I heard tkem blame Hitler, the
one who actually is to blame for all this.

1, for one, fought Mr. Willkie all over
the city block in the last campaign. Very
likely I would not find myself in agree-
ment with him on political or economic
questions today; but I congratulate Mr.
Willkie for placing his country above his
party. I congratulate the Senators on
the other side of the aisle for forgetting
for a little while their politics and looking
to the flag of the country. I am not one
to try to tweak their noses because they
find themselves shoulder to shoulder
with the man who led their party in the
last eampaign. I congratulate them and
I congratulate Mr, Willkie for their move
that brought this issue squarely before
the people, and helped us get before the
Congress the real meat of this joint
resolution—that is, the part that really
amounts to something—giving us per-
mission and removing the limitation that
prevented us from sending our ships
where they would dc the most good.

Mr., President, let us see what is left
in the act which we do not wish to repeal.
I do not say that the measure pending
before the Senate, namely, the joint
resolution for the repeal of sections 2, 3,
and 6, will not take away the major
effect of the Neutrality Act, but there are
a number of provisions left in the act,
and before Senators vote I wish to enu-
merate the provisions which will still be
left in the act, so that they can decide
whether or not they wish to repeal them:

First. There is the provision which
regulates the travel of citizens of the
United States on belligerent vessels.
That in no wise is hindering the Gov-
ernment of the United States in carrying
out our foreign policy, but it is useful,
and might be useful in the future, and
there is no reason for repealing it.

Second. There is the financial provi-
sion, which prohibits foreign countries
from selling bonds and securities in this
country. That might be useful, and
there is no reason for repealing it, for
it in no wise is hindering the carrying
out of our foreign policy.

There is next a provision which pre-
vents the solicitation in this country of
funds for different causes in foreign
countries, There is no reason for re-
pealing that. Our people have been
made the victims of many drives and
collections in this country appealing to
their sympathy and to their charitable-
ness. There is no reason for repealing
that. -

There are the restrictions on the use
of American ports—a provision inserted
because some other countries took ad-
vantage of the United States during the
World War and used our ports for bring-
ing in ships of other countries, This
gives us a law to protect ourselves from
that abuse.

Next there is a provision which pro-
hibits the refueling and resupplying of
ships of other countries at our ports.
For example, without this law a sub-
marine of some foreign country could
coast up within 3 or 4 miles of a port,
send in a small boat, and get a boatload
of supplies, and refuel and resupply.
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There is this protection in the law, and
there is no reason for repealing that.

Next there is the Munitions Board con-
trol. To me that seems very important.
As much as anyone in the United States
I have been against war profits. 1 am
against them today. More than that, I
hope we can do more than we have done
to prevent profiteering. Here is a pro-
vision which gives the Government of the
United States power to prevent the ex-
portation of munitions and supplies with-
out license from the Government. I
think it is very necessary that the Gov-
ernment maintain that control over
munitions and war supplies.

Finally there is a provision which pre-
vents the misuse of the United States
flag by foreign countries. During the
World War foreign countries used the
United States flag to protect them in
ways which are here declared to be un-
lawful, and this gives the United States
some protection in the use of its flag.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I
hope the amendment of the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Crark] will be
rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The guestion
is on agreeing (o the amendment offered
by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK]
in the nature of a substitute for the
amendment of the committze.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, I
think we should give the Senator from
Missouri the yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the de-
mand sufficiently seconded?

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SPENCER (when his name was
called). I have a pair with the junior
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REep]. I am
advised that if he were present he would
vote as I intend to vote, so I am at liberty
to vote. I vote “nay.”

*Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. I am paired
with the senior Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HavpEn]. I understand that if
present he would vote as I am about to
vote, and therefore I am at liberty to
vote. I vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. Boxe] and
the Senator from New York [Mr. Wac-
NERr] are absent from the Senate because
of illness, L

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Burowl, the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HavpEn], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Pepper], and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. REynoLps] are necessarily
absent.

I am advised that if present and voting,
all of the above-named Senators would
vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 11,
nays 78, as follows:

YEAS—11
Austin Gurney Smathers
Ball Herring Thomas, Utah
Bridges McEellar Truman
Clark, Mo,

O'Mahoney

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

NAYS—T78

Adams George Norrls
Aiken Gerry Nye
Andrews Gilllette O’Danlel
Bailey Glass Overton
Bankhead Green Radcliffe
Barbour Guffey Rosier
Barkley Hatch Russell
Bilbo Hill Schwartz
Brewster Holman Shipstead
Brooks Hughes Smith
Brown Johnson, Calif, Spencer
Bunker Johnson, Colo, Stewart
Burton Kilgore Taft
Butler La Follette Thomas, Idaho
Byrd Langer Thomas, Okla.
Capper Lee Tobey
Caraway Lodge Tunnell
Chandler Lucas Tydings
Chavez MecCarran Vandenberg
Clark, Idaho MecFarland Van Nuys
Connally MecNary Wallgren
Danaher Maloney Walsh
Davis Maybank Wheeler
Downey Mead White
Doxey Murdock Wiley
Ellender Murray Willis

NOT VOTING—T7
Bone Pepper Wagner
Bulow Reed
Hayden Reynolds

So the amendment of Mr. CLARK of
Missouri in the nature of a substitute
for the amendment of the committee was
rejected.

Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr. President, at this
time I wish to say a few words on behalf
of the antiviolence amendment which
I shall offer to the pending measure pro-
posing certain changes in the Neutrality
Act.

Before entering into the discussion, let
me say that I believe this antiviolence
amendment is of such vital importance
that in its discussion we should think
about it as a fundamental issue and not
in terms of personalities or of political
consequences. The issues confronting
America today are far greater than the
political fortunes of any man who may
be serving in political life; they are far
greater than the success or failure of any
individual man who may be holding a
place of responsibility in private business
or at the head of any business organiza-
tion or labor organization.

I think, Mr. President, that no one
familiar with the history of this country
will attempt to say that all men in public
life have always, under all conditicns,
unselfishly served the interests of Amer-
ica. I do not believe that any unbiased
man would take the position that all
leaders of business organizations have at
all times had an unselfish view when
dealing with public questions; nor do I
think that the thinking man would at-
tribute all the actions of leaders of or-
ganized labor today to purely patriotic,
unselfish service rendered for the benefit
of the workingman.

I might spend the time I bhave at my
command in pointing out our mutual
faults, but to do so would only be to
magnify the frailties of human nature,
and to state again the well-known and
well-recognized fact that no individual
anywhere is wise enough or good enough
to be given absolute control over the
welfare of his fellow men. So what I
shall say tonight will be directed toward
a fundamental issue, toward a system,
and not toward the individuals who
manage the system.
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The great issue before America today,
we say, is the problem of national de-
fense. Why are we interested in na-
tional defense? What is it that we want
to defend?

I, for one, believe that the American
people want to defend, above everything
else, the individual rights of the indi-
vidual citizens; the right of a citizen to
worship God according to the dictates of
his own conscience; the right to live a
life of freedom and liberty, so long as he
does not, in the exercise of personal
liberty, infringe upon the fundamental
rights of society as a whole. I believe
the American people want to defend the
right of free enterprise in this country
when carried on with due regard to the
rights of others. I believe America wants
to defend the right of the young man
who starts out in life to choose and to
follow the vocation which to him appears
to offer the best opportunity to meet his
obligations to society and to live a life
that will be pleasing to him and to those
dependent upon him. I believe America
wants to defend the right to work just
as strongly as it does the right to quit
work. I think America wants to protect
this Nation against all those influences
masquerading under the guise of nazi-
ism, fascism, and communism, that seek
by the use of force and violence to con-
vert the whole world into a dictatorship
over which the most ruthless and the
most vicious leader of them all may rule,

So far as I am concerned, Mr. Presi-
dent, I am opposed to any and all influ-
ences which would destroy the power of
democratic government in the world. I
am not concerned especially, if we must
have dictatorship, about the source from
which it comes. No matter what name
is given to any great movement control-
ling the affairs of men, if it leads to dic-
tatorship and to the destruction of de«
mocracy, I am against it. I am against
a dictatorship of Communists. I am
against a dictatorship of the Nazis. I
am against a dictatorship of the Fascists,
I am against a dictatorship of business.
I am against a dictatorship of labor.

So I would answer the question of why
we want to defend America, by saying we
want to preserve the great principles of
freedom written into the Constitution of
the United States. If this be true, then
the program of national defense must
not only go forward now to combat those
influences which would establish a dic-
tatorship coming from abroad but wa
must fight just as vigorously against the
establishment of a dictatorship from
within. And be not deceived, both bat-
tles lie before the American people today.

‘We are told, Mr. President, by those in
authority that this war cannot be won
by men alone, but that it must be won by
tanks, ammunition, airplanes, bombers,
ships, and submarines. We are told that
it is the products of American industry
which eventually will turn the tide of this
battle for world democracy. We do not
need to be told this because the facts are
self-evident. I think everyone who is fa-
miliar with my political career thus far in
the United States Senate knows that on
every occasion I have expressed my opin=
ion that we should now lend every
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possible aid to every nation on the face of
the globe where we believe the lending of
such aid will result in the destruction of
those European leaders who seek by force
and violence to rule the world.

But what is the situation in America
today? We find many industries of this
country which are absolutely essential to
national defense tied up with strikes, and
in some instances strikes called for one
purpose, and one only, and that is to es-
tablish a rule that no man can work in
these essential industries unless he has
first been able to get himself elected to a
labor-union membership and paid the
extortionate dues demanded.

Mr. President, let me make my posi-
tion clear. To begin with, I want to
say that I am opposed to any legislation
now or at any other time the result of
which would take away from labor the
right to organize or the right to strike
or the right to picket. I am opposed to
any legislation which would take away
from labor the fundamental right to
enter into collective bargaining concern-
ing the conditions under which they must
work. I do not believe that this emer-
gency should be used as a club to take
away from labor rights which it has
gained by hard battles over many years.
But, on the other hand, I do not think
that the Federal Government should
stand idly by and see the fundamental
rights of our citizens thrown into the
discard by a few men who seek to set up
a dictatorship of American labor leaders,
and to use this emergency as a ciub to
achieve this objective. If the Congress
of the United States will write on the
statute books of this Nation a few funda-
mental laws, whick. should have been
there long ago, we shall see a complete
change in the whole national picture.

I am perfectly willing to leave it to
the honesty and patriotism of the aver-
age American workman, whether he be
in the C. I. O, the A, F of L., or in some
other organized group, to determine in
his own mind when he will work and
when he will not work on a national-
defense job or on any other job. But I
want the law so that it will leave to a
man the right to exercise his own choice.

Mr. President, I have proposed to the
Senate an antiviolence amendment which
in substance provides—

It shall be unlawful for any person by the
use of force or violence, or the threat of the
use of force or viclence, to prevemt or to
a.ttempt to prevent any person from seek-
ing or accepting employment with a com-
pany which is engaged in the performance
of a national-defense contract.

The amendment provides a sentence
in the Federal penitentiary for those who
violate the law.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Texas has expired.

Mr. ODANIEL. Mr, President, I offer
the amendment which I send to the desk,
and I will speak on that.

As I have already stated, I would not
deprive labor of any of its legitimate
rights, but I would give to every Ameri-
can laboring man “freedom to work’—
the right to pick up the tools when an-
other man has laid them down and to
proceed with the job of building the ma-
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chines which America needs in order to
fulfill its obligations to the democracies
of the world and to the ecitizens of this
country. I would give our people the
right to pick up those tools without fear
of being hit over the head with a club
or being shot in the back. I would put
the protective power of the American
Government back of the individual citi-
zens in the exercise of their individual
rights. Whenever we do, we shall see
strikes begin to stop. The rank and file
of American labor,C. I1.O.,, A.F.of L., and
all the others, are, in my judgment, not
in sympathy with present procedure.

But under a misguided leadership, we
have permitted to grow up in this coun-
try a system of employment in private
industry whereby the average American
is no longer able to decide his own prob-
lems. Before he can work in any of our
defense industries he must first have the
permission of the radical leaders of some
labor group, and he must, whether he
wants to do so or not, pay high tribute
to them for the God-given privilege of
working, and the Government of the
United States has actually encouraged
this procedure. There should be written
on the statute books of the United States
a provision which would make it unlaw-
ful for any business organization per-
forming a Government contract to make
membership in any organization a pre-
requisite to employment. The defense
effort in America will not go forward so
long as the Government of the United
States permits the closed shop and the
check-off, backed up by the clubs and
guns of thugs and goon squads on the
picket line,

I believe that every man who works in
private industry or in a defense industry
should be permitted to join a labor union
if he wants to do so and to pay dues to
that labor union if he wants to do so, and
I believe that every employer should be
prevented by law from discriminating
against him because he does so. But I
also believe that every American work-
man should have the right to quit the
labor union without losing his job, if he
wants fo quit it. I believe that every
American workman who wants to work
in defense industries, if he is competent
to work, should be given the opportunity
to work, regardless of whether he elects
to join or to stay out of a labor union.
To my way of thinking, these are funda-
mental principles. If we admit that it is
not a function of government to protect
the right to work, then I ask you, Mr.
President, what function does govern-
ment have?

A few days ago a man was discussing
with me the bill, which I had offered, to
make the use of force and violence when
used o prevent a man from working a
felony, and he made this observation:

Benator, I do not think the leaders of
organized labor want to use force and vio-
lence, but I am afraid if you were to pass this
bill they would accept it as a direct slap in
the face of labor; they would assume that
the passage of the bill was, at least by indi-

rection, saying that they endorsed force and
violence.

I said to the man who made that
statement:
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I think your argument is absolutely fool-
ish. It would be just as reasonable to say
that the American people as a whole would
be insulted if we passed a law making mur-
der or theft a felony because the passage of
such a law would infer that all of the citi-
zens wanted to murder or to steal.

Laws are passed to restrain those who
need restraining; and I, for one, believe
that the great rank and file of American
labor today would welcome the enact-
ment of laws which would protect them
in the exercise of their fundamental con-
stitutional right to work—laws that
would protect them in their right to join
a labor union or to get out of it when
they ceased to approve of its actions,
without losing their job as a result of
their action. I think they would wel-
come a law which would say that if at
any time a strike occurs in this counfry
and one workman lays down his tools,
another workman would be protected
when he picked up those fools and con-
tinued the job, and that he would not be
beaten over the head by a club or shot in
the back for having done so.

1 stated in the beginning, Mr. Presi~
dent, that I simply wished to make a
fair statement of principles and facts,
without reference to personalifies. This
I have done. I hope the American peo-
ple will wake up to the fact that the
future of America is at stake. The free-
dom of our people is at stake. The issue
is not complex; it is simple. If can be
met now if the Congress of the United
States will have the courage to face
these issues with their eyes turned to-
ward the future of America instead of
having their eyes turned toward the next
election.

All are agreed that work of our citi-
zens is the one thing that can win the
present world war for democratic gov-
ernment. It is work that will produce
the tanks, airplanes, bombers, and mu-
nitions of war. It is work backed by
capital and directed by skilled manage-
ment that will turn the tide of battle.
It is work of all our citizens which will,
when the battle has been won, reestab-
lish free enterprise and free govern-
ment throughout the world.

That the democracy of the world is
threatened by the dictators of Europe
is admitted by all. But let us not spend
all our time using high-powered tele-
scopes to observe what is going on in
Europe and close our eyes to the funda-
mental things which are striking at the
very foundations of free government
here in America. America needs today
the 100-percent support of all its citi-
zens. No man is worthy of the rights
and privileges of American citizenship
if he is not willing at this time to the
very best of his ability to do what he
believes to be necessary to sustain this
country in this great hour of peril. The
time is here now for the Government of
the United States and the Congress of
the United States to face the issues at
home and to do the things that are
necessary to keep the wheels of the
factories of this country moving and to
protect the individual rights of every
citizen who wants to have a part in this
great effort. So far as I am concerned,
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regardless of any political consequences
which may result, I shall contend for
this policy.

If members of an organization known
as a labor union have the right to use
force and violence to enforce their de-
mands, by what system of justice may we
deny the use of force and violence to
members of an organization of business-
men, of professional men, of farmers, or
of consumers? How can this Congress
convince 130,000,000 people of our sin-
cerity by stoutly decrying force and vio-
lence abroad and weakly permitting it
here at home? If we preach freedom
and democracy, why not practice it?
This glaring double-standard justice
cannot be concealed beneath a cloak of
silence, inaction, or clever oratory.
Millions of American citizens scattered
throughout this Nation are very much
disturbed over the fact that our indus-
tries are not producing to full capacity,
thus carrying their share of the tremen-
dous responsibility of backing up our
boys in the Army and Navy who stand
ready to do anything, at any time, when
the command is issued. The relatives
and friends of these soldiers, sailors, and

aviators want the assurance that the.

lives of their loved ones will not be lost
for the want of war equipment, kept from
being manufactured because of our fac-
tories being slowed down or shut down,
and our Federal Government sitting idly
by tolerating such unjust and un-Amer-
ican tactics.

We have condemned force and violence
by Hitler, and have appropriated billions
of dollars to stop it. Why not be con-
sistent and condemn force and violence
in America and, by adopting my anti-
violence amendment, stop it?

Mr. President, I have heard some very
able persons make forceful speeches de-
nouncing the shut-downs and slow-
downs in our defense industries, but they
fail to back up their oratory with any
action to stop the shut-downs and slow-
downs.

Down in my country the folks call that
“pussyfooting.” This is no time to
“pussyfoot.” The opportunity is now
here for the Senate to vote on this
amendment or to “pussyfoot.”

Mr. President, I have made no state-
ment with reference to the pending re-
vision or repeal of the Neutrality Act.
After listening attentively for many days
to the speeches of able Senators on both
sides of the question I am inclined to
believe that the subject has been over-
advertised, or perhaps inadvertently mis-
advertised. The proposed revision has
been advertised by one side as a vehicle
for getting us into the war, and by the
other side it has been advertised as a
vehicle to keep us out of the war.

I have the most profound respect for
the able Senators who have spoken on
both sides of this question. I admire
their sincerity; but I fear that the sub-
ject has been covered so broadly that the
impression has been created in the minds
of many persons who have read only
fragmentary parts of the many lengthy
addresses that we are actually voting on
whether we shall enter into the war.
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Technically that is not a fact; and as
I have not heard this statement put in-
to the Recorp, I shall make it so that
the Recorp may be kept straight. We
are not voting on a declaration of war,
and I doubt the ability of any living
man to prophesy accurately what will
happen in the future with reference to
our participation in the war as the
result of the action we shall take on
the revision of the Neuftralify Act.

My humble and honest opinion is that
the proposed revisions whether ap-
proved or defeated will have very little,
if any, effect on our entry into or our
keeping out of the war or our degree
of participation in the war. The de-
gree of our participation in the war
will, in my opinion, be determined by
the unfriendly actions of the aggressor
nations against our rights on the one
hand, and the actions of our President
on the c¢ther hand in performing his
constitutional duties and responsibilities
in protec ing our rights. He has been
elected by the vot-.s of the United
States and has certain duties and re-
sponsibilities on his shoulders, and they
are not the responsibilities of me or of
any Member of this Congress, or of any
other citizen of this Nation.

With this neutrality law on our stat-
ute books our Navy now has instructions
to shoot at other nations and other na-
tions are shooting at us. With that

_fact known and admitted, why argue

that the law’s further continuance on
our statute books will stop the shoot-
ing or prevent further shooting? We
might as well be practical, and realize
that this Neutrality Act has very little,
if any, influence on our war activities.
I regret that so many of our people have
been led to believe that a vote for the

revision or repeal of this Neutrality Act.

will put us into war and a vote against
it will keep us out of war or vice versa.
I do not think that is true.

Whether we are in the war now or
not, we do need war implements and
ammunition. We cannot build war im-
plements and ammunition in closed fac-
tories. Some of our factories are closed
down. Let us do something constructive
and practical while we are here. Let us
put an amendment on this resolution
which will mean something. Let us put
on an amendment whick will assure
some of our patriotic laboring people
that they can go into these closed fac-
tories and start the wheels turning,
without fear of being hit over the head
or shot by somebody who does not want
them to work at a lawful and patriotic
job of their own choice.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Texas las expired.
Has the Senator offered his amendment?

Mr. O'DANIEL. Yes; I Lave offered
the amendment, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will
read, for the information of the Senate,
the amendment of the Senator from
Texas to the committee amendment.

The LeEGISLATIVE CLERK. As the end of
section 2 it is proposed to insert the
following new section:

Sec. 3. (a) It shall be unlawful for any per-
son by the use of force or violence, or threat
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of the use of force or violence, to prevent or
to attempt to prevent any person from seek-
ing or accepting employment with a company
which is engaged in the performance of a
national-defense contract.

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person
acting in concert with one or more other
persons to assemble at or near any plant or
other place owned, leased, or occupied by a
company which is engaged in the performance
of a national-defense contract, if a labor dis-
pute exists at such plant or place, and force
or violence, or threat of force or violence, is
used to prevent or attempt to prevent any
person from seeking or accepting employment

‘with such company, or for any person to pro-

mote, encourage, or aid any such assemblage
at which such force or violence, or threat
thereof, is so used.

(c) Any person who violates any provision
of this section shall, upon conviction thereof,
be imprisoned for not less than 1 year nor
more than 2 years.

(d) As used in this sectlon—

(1) The term “company” includes an in-
dividual, a partnership, company, corporation,
or association.

(2) The term “national-defense contract’
means a contract—

(A) with the United States for the con=
struction, erection, recomstruction, installa-
tion, transportation, production, manufac-
ture, repair, storage, or handling of prop-
erty, or the furnishing of property or services,
for use by the land or natal forces of the
Unlted States; or

(B) with the United States for the cone
struction, reconstruction, or repair of any
vessel; or

(C) whether or not with the United States,
for the construction, erection, reconstruction,
or installation of any building, structure, ma=
chinery, equipment, or facility for use by the
land or naval forces of the United States or
for use by any person in the production, man=
ufacture, repair, storage, or handling of prop-
erty for use by the land or naval forces of
the United States; or

(D) whether or not with the United States,
for the production, manufacture, repair, stor-
age, or handling of any article described in
Proclamation No. 2237 promulgated by the
President on May 4, 1937; or

(E) whether or not with the United States,
for the construction, erection, reconstruction,
or installation of any building, structure, ma-
chinery, equipment, or facility for use by any
person in the production, manufacture, re=-
pair, storage, or handling of any article de=
seribed in Proclamation No. 2237 promulgated
by the President on May 4, 1937.

(e) If any provision of this section or the
application of such provision to any person
or circumstance shall be held invalid, the
validity of the remainder of the section and
the applicablility of such provision to other
persons or circumstances shall not be affected
thereby.

(f) This section shall cease to apply upon
the expiration of the emergency proclaimed
by the President on May 27, 1941, except that
offenses committed in viclation of this section
prior to its expiration may be prosecuted and
punished after such expiration in the same
manner and to the same extent as if such
section had not expired.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Texas [Mr,
O’DanieL] to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendment.

Mr. CONNALLY.
and nays.

I ask for the yeas
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The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll

Mr. MURDOCK (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Washington
[Mr. Bonel. I am advised that if pres-
ent the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Bone] would vote “nay.” I withhold my
vote.

Mr. SPENCER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Reepl. I transfer that pair to the Sena-
tor from Florida [Mr. PEppER], and will
vote. I vote “yea.” I am advised that if
present and voting the Senator from
Florida would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Kansas would vote “nay.”

Mr. THOMAS from Idaho (when his
name was called). I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr,
HavpeEn]. I transfer that pair to the
senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr,
Burow], who, I am advised, if present
would vote “nay.” I vote “nay.” I am
advised that, if.present, the senior Sena-
tor from Arizona [Mr. Haypen]l would
vote “yea."

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. BoNe]l and
the Senator from New York [Mr. Wag-
nEr] are absent from the Senate because
of illness.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
BurLowl], the Senator from Florida [Mr,
Pepper], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Havpen], and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS] are necessar-
ily absent.

The Senator from North Carolina
[Mr, ReynoLps] is paired with the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr., WaeNerl, I
am advised that if present and voting,
the Senator from North Carolina would
vote “nay,” and the Senator from New
York would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 38, as follows:

YEAS—G50
Andrews Norris
Austin Glass O'Daniel
Balley Green O'Mahoney
Ball Guffey Overton
Bankhead Gurney Radcliffe
Barbour Hatch Rosier
Barkley Herring Russell
Bridges Hill Schwartz
Brown Hughes Smathers
Bunker Kilgore Bpencer
Caraway Lee Stewart
Chandler Lucas Thomas, Okla
Connally McFarland Thomas, Utah
Downey McEellar Truman
Doxey Maybhank Tunnell
Ellender Mead ‘Wallgren
George Murray

NAYS—38
Adams Davis Bmith
Alken Gillette Taft
Bilbo Holman Thomas, Idaho
Brewster Johnson, Calif, Tobey
Brooks Johnson, Colo. Tydings
Burton La Follette Vandenberg
Butler Langer Van Nuys
Byrd Lodge Walsh
Capper MeCarran Wheeler
Chavez McNary White
Clark, Idaho Maloney Wiley
Clark, Mo, Nye Willis
Danaher Shipstead ’

NOT VOTING—8

Bone Murdock Reynolds
Bulow Pepper Wagner l
Hayden Reed
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So the committee amendment was
agreed to.
The VICE PRESIDENT. If no further

amendment be proposed, the question

is, Shall the amendment be engrossed
and the joint resolution be read a third
time?

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed, and the joint resolution to be
read a third time.
tlr:'.lrhe joint resolution was read the third

e.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint
resolution having been read three times,
the quesuon is, Shall it pass?

Mr. BARKLEY., On the final passage
of the joint resolution, I ask for the yeas
and nays.

Mr. CONNALLY.
and nays.

'The yeas and nays were ordered, and
rtgﬁ Chief Clerk proceeded to call the

Mr. MURDOCK (when his name was
called). On this question I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Washington
[Mr. Bonel. I am advised that if the
Senator from Washington were present
het would vote “nay.” I withhold my
vote.

Mr. SPENCER (when his name was
called). I have a pair with the junmior
Senator from Kansas [Mr, REep]. I am
advised that if he were present he would
vote “nay.” I transfer my pair with him
to the Senator from Florida [Mr. Pep-
PER]—who, I am advised, would vote “yea”
if present—and will vote. I vote
llyen‘l’

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho (when his name
was called). I have a general pair with
the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HavpeN], who, if present, would vote
“yea.” I transfer that pair to the Sena-
tor from South Dakota [Mr. Bur.owl—
who, if present, would vote “nay”’—and
will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. HILL. Iannounce that the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. Bong] and the
Senator from New York [Mr. WaGNER]
are absent from the Senate because of
{liness.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Burow], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HavpEN], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
PeprpER], and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. REyNoLDs] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
ReynNoLps] is paired with the Senator
from New York [Mr, Wacrer]. Iam ad-
vised that if present and voting, the Sena-
tor from North Carolina would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from New York would
'?Ot-e uyEa'n

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, be-
fore the result is announced, I inquire
whether the Senator from California [Mr.
DownNEY] is recorded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. He is not re-
corded as voting,

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the Senator
from California [Mr. DownNEY] has been
unexpectedly called from the BSenate
Chamber, I am advised that if present
and voting he would vote “yea.”

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

I ask for the yeas
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New Mexico will state it.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Is the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PEppER] recorded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Florida [Mr, PEppER] is recorded as
being absent.

Mr, McCARRAN. Mr, President, how
is the senior Senator from Florida [Mr.
PerppER] recorded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Florida [Mr. Pepper] is not re-
corded as voting. !

Mr, CHANDLER. I ask for a recapit-
ulation.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, Presi-
dent, I make the point of order that
under the Senate rules there is an auto-
matic recapitulation, and it has already
been had. The evident purpose of the
request of the Senator from Kentucky is
to afford time for a Senator who is ab-
sent to get here. I make the point of
order that the recapitulation provided
1;1 the Senate rules has already been

ad.

Mr, CHANDLER. Mr. President, I ask
for a recapitulation of the vote.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
sustains the position taken by the Sena-
tor frora Missouri.

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 37, as follows:

YEAS—50
Andrews Glass O’'Dantel
Austin Green O'Mahoney
Balley Guffey Overton
Ball Gurney Radclifie
Bankhead Hatch Rosier
Barbour Herring Russell
Barkley Hill Schwartz
Bridges Hughes Smathers
Brown Kilgore Spencer
Bunker Lee Stewart
Caraway Lucas Thomas, Okla,
Chandler McFarland Thomas, Utah
Connally McKellar Truman
Doxey Maybank Tunnell
Ellender Mead Wallgren
George Murray ‘White
Gerry Norris

NAYS—37
Adams Davis Smith
Alken Gillette Taft
Bilbo Holman Thomas, Idaho
Brewster Johnson, Callf. Tobey
Brooks Johnson, Colo. Tydings
Burton La Follette Vandenberg
Butler Langer Van Nuys
Byrd Lodge Walsh
Capper McCarran ‘Wheeler
Chavez McNary Wiley
Clark, Idaho Maloney willis
Clark, Mo. Nye
Danaher Bhipstead

NOT VOTING—9

Bone Hayden Reed
Bulow Murdock Reynolds
Downey Pepper Wagner

So the joint resolution (H, J. Res. 237)
was passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“Joint resolution to repeal sections 2, 3,
and 6 of the Neutrality Act of 1939, and
for other purposes.”

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate I desire to
announce that it is my purpose to maove,
at the conclusion of business today, that
the Senate adjourn until Monday, and
that on Monday the calendar will be
called for the consideration of measures
to which there is no objection.
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SUGAR QUOTAS—AMENDMENT OF THE
SUGAR ACT

Mr, O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, ear-
lier in the day, on behalf of the senior
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apams] and
the junior Senator from Louisana [Mr,
Evrenper], and myself, I introduced a bill
to extend and to amend the Sugar Act.
I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be printed at length in the body of
the Recorp, together with a statement
which I have prepared explanatory of
the bill. I may add that this measure is
identical with a bill introduced in the
House of Representatives by the chair-
man of the House Committee on Agri-
culture, Representative FULMER.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection?

There being no objection, the bill and
statement were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 202 of the
Sugar Act of 1937 as amended (relating to
establishment and revision of quotas) is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sgc, 202. Whenever a determination is
made, pursuant to section 201, of the amount
of sugar needed to meet the requirements of
consumers, the Secretary shall establish
quotas, or revise existing quotas—

“(a) For domestic sugar-producing areas
by prorating among such areas 56.77 per-
cent of such amount of sugar (but not less
than 3,793,802 short tons) on the following
basis:

Area: Percent
Domestic beot BUZAT e e 42. 49
Mainland cane SUBAr-ceacccacaan= 11.52
Hawaii____. 24.72
Puerto Rico 21.03
Virgih felande_ o ecen.. .24

“(b) For foreign countries, and the Com-
monwealth of the Philippine Islands, by pro-
rating 43.23 percent of such amount of sugar
(except, if such amount of sugar is less than
6,682,670 short tons, the excess of such
amount over 3,793,802 short tons) on the
following basis:

Area: Percent
Commonwesaith of the Philippine
Islands. a
Cuba 64.41
Forelgn countries other than
Cuba .89

In no case shall the quota for the Common=-
wealth of the Philippine Islands be less than
the duty-free qucta now established by the
provisions of the Philippine Independence
Act as amended.

“The quota for foreign countries other than
Cuba shall be prorated among such countries
on the basls of ihe division of the quota for
such countries made in General Sugar Quota
Regulations, Series 4, No. 1, issued December
12, 1936, pursuant to the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act, as amended.”

Sec. 2. That section 204 of the Sugar Act
of 1937 as amended (relating to redistribution
of deficits in area quotas) is amended to read
as follows:

“Sgc, 204. (a) The Secretary shall, as he
deems necessary during the calendar year,
determine whether, in view of the current in-
ventories of sugar, the estimated production
from the acreage of su e or sugar beets
planted, the normal marketings within a
calendar year of new crop sugar, and other
pertinent factors, any domestic area, the
Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands, or
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Cuba, will be unable to market the quota for
such area. If the Secretary finds that any
domestic area or Cuba will be unable to
market the quota for such area for the calen-
dar year then current, he shall revise the
quotas for the domestic areas and Cuba by
prorating an amount of sugar equal to the
deficit so determined to the other areas, on
the basis of the quotas then in effect. Any
portion of such sugar which the Secretary
determines cannot be supplied by domestic
areas and Cuba shall be prorated to foreign
countries other than Cuba on the basis of
the prorations of the quota then in effect for
such foreign countries. If the Secretary finds
that the Commonwealth of the Philippine
Islands will be unable to market the quota for
such area for the calendar year then current,
he shall revise the quotas for domestic sugar-
producing areas, for Cuba, and for foreign
countries other than Cuba, by prorating an
amount of sugar equal to the deficit so de-
termined, as follows:

“(1) To the domestic beet-sugar area and
to the mainland cane-sugar area, on the basis
of the respective quotas for such areas then
in effect, an amount equivalent to such part,
if any, of such deficit as the Secretary deter-
mines is due to inability to market in con-
tinental United Btates the amount of refined
sugar permitted to be brought into conti-
nental United States, duty free, under the
provisions of the Philippine Independence
Act, as amended;

“(2) To foreign countries other than Cuba,
on the basis of the proration of the quoctas
for such foreign countries then in effect, an
amount not in excess of 100,000 short tons of
the remainder of such deficit, after giving
effect to the foregoing subsection (a) (1);

*(3) To Hawail, Puerto Rico, Virgin Is=
lands, and Cuba, on the basis of the respec-
tive quotas for such areas then in effect, the
remalinder, if any, of the amount of such
deficit in excess of 100,000 short tons, after
1(;11v)lng effect to the foregoing subsection (a)

Provided, however, That no part of any such
Philippine deficit so prorated may be filled
by direct-consumption sugar except that part,
if any, prorated pursuant to the foregoing
subsection (a) (1).

“(b) If, on the 1st day of September in
any calendar year, any part or all of the pro-
ration to any foreign country of the quota
in effect on the 1st day of July in the same
calendar year for foreign countries other than
Cuba, has not been filled, the Secretary may
revise the proration of such quota among
guch foreign countries, by prorating an
amount of sugar equal to such unfilled pro-
ration to all other such foreign couniries
which have filled their prorations of such
quota by such date, on the basis of the
prorations then in effect.

*(c) If the Secretary finds that any foreign
country other than Cuba will be unable, to
market any part or all of the proration to
such foreign country for the calendar year
then current, the Secretary may increase the
quotas for other foreign countries, for the
domestic sugar-producing areas and for Cuba,
by prorating an amount of sugar, equal to the
deficit so determined, as follows:

“(1) To such foreign countries other than
Cuba, on the basis of the proration of the
quotas for such foreign countries then in
effect, such portion of such deficit as the
Becretary finds they will be able to market in
the calendar year then current;

“(2) To the domestic sugar-producing
areas and Cuba on the basis of the respective
quotas for such areas then in effect, the
remainder, if any, of such deficit.

*(d) The quota for any domestic area, the
Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands, or
Cuba, or other foreign countries, shall not
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be reduced by reason of any determination
made pursuant to the provisions of subsection
(a) or subsection (¢) of this section 204.”

Sec. 3. Section 207 (e) of the Sugar Act
of 1937, as amended (relating to direct con=-
sumption sugar from Cuba), is amended by
striking out “three hundred and seventy-five
thousand” and inserting in lieu thereof
“three hundred thousand.”

Bec. 4. (a) Subsection (a) of section 302
of the Sugar Act of 1937 is amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 304, (a) The amount of the base rate
of payment shall be 80 cents per hundred
pounds of sugar or liquid sugar, raw value.”

(b) Subsection (c¢) of section 304 of the
Sugar Act of 1937 is amended to read as
follows:

*“(c) The total payment with respect to a
farm shall be the product of the base rate
specified in subsection (a) of this section
multiplied by the amount of sugar and liquid
sugar, raw value, with respect to which pay-
ment is to be made, except that reduction
shall be made from such total payment in
accordance with the following scale of reduc-
tions: g
That portion of the

quantity of sugar and

liquid sugar which is Reduction in base

included within the fol-  rate of payment

lowing Intervals of short  per cwt. of such

tons, raw value: portion
350 to T00 §0, 05
b BTN T R S A DM e WIS T
1,000 to 1,500 .20
1,500 to 3,000, +25
8,000 to 6,000 .275
6,000 to 12,000 .30
12,000 to 30,000 .825
More than 30,000 ccccaccccccccas 50

Sec. 6. (a) Section 101 (f) of the Sugar
Act of 1937 as amended (relating to the
definition of liquid sugar) is amended by
striking out “6 percent” and inserting in lieu
thereof “8 percent.”

(b) Section 401 (b) of the Sugar Act of
1937, as amended (relating to the definition
of “manufactured sugar"), is amended by
striking out "6 percent” and inserting in lieu
thereof "8 percent.”

Sec. 6. Section 518 of the Sugar Act of
1937, as amended (relating to termination of
powers of the Secretary of Agriculture under
the Sugar Act), is amended to read as
follows: ¥

“Sep. 6513. The powers vested in the Sec-
retary under this act shall terminate on De-
cember 31, 1944, except that the Secretary
shall have power to make payments under
title III under programs applicable to the
crop year 1944 and previous crop years.”

Bec. 7. Section 3508 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code (relating to termination of taxes
under the Sugar Act) is amended to read as
follows:

“SEC, 3508, TERMINATION OF TAXES

“No tax shall be imposed under this chap-
ter on the manufacture, use, or importation
of sugar after June 30, 1945.”

Sec. 8. Section 503 of the Sugar Act of
1937, as amended (relating to payments to
the Commonwealth of the Philippine
Islands), is amended by striking out “June
30, 1942" and inserting in lieu thereof “June
30, 1945."

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEFH C. O'MAHONEY,
OF WYOMING, ON THE SUGAR BILL INTRODUCED
IN THE SENATE AND THE HOUSE ON NOVEM=-
BER 7, 1841, BY CONGRESSMAN FULMER IN THE
HOUSE AND BY SENATORS O'MAHONEY, ADAMS,
AND ELLENDER IN THE SENATE
In an effort to meet realistically the com-

plex problem of sugar supply for the con-

sumers of the United States caused by the
national-defense emergency and the marked
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Increase of sugar consumption, a sugar bill
has been introduced in the Benate and in
the House today to provide a continuation
of the Sugar Act for 3 years and to enact
several much-needed amendments,

During the past year the Secretary of Agri-
culture has found himself obliged to make
several increases of the estimate of consump-
tion by which, under the sugar law, produc-
tion is governed, and at the present time all
limits are off. Shipping shortages and in-
creased purchases have brought about a con-
dition which compels increased production of
sugar beets and sugarcane in continental
United States if the country is to escape the
danger of rationing or, in the absence of
effective price legislation, an increased cost
to the consumers such as was experienced
during the World War.

To the degree that ships are required for
the transportation of strategic minerals and
war materials they will be lacking for the
transportation of sugar supplies to the
United States from offshore areas, and unless
production within the boundaries of conti-
nental United States is stimulated sugar con-
sumers are extremely likely to be confronted
with a short supply. The Sugar Act is the
best insurance against such a condition,
The amendatory provisions contained in the
bill introduced today are intended—

First. To extend the basic .aw for 3 years.

Second. To increase the minimum conti-
nental quota so that growers who are asked
to increase their production will not be
looking forward to an inevitable reduction in
acreage when the emergency is passed.

Third To meet the increased costs of pro-
duction by reason of the increased cost of
labor and materials by a slight advance of
the conditional payment to growers scaled
down in such a manner as not to increase
payments made to the larger growers of sugar
beets and sugarcane.

Fourth. A reallocation of sugar supplies
which the Philippines may be unable to
deliver.

Fifth. An amendment of the provision
which governs the importation of sugar in
liquid form so as to correct a deficiency in
the present law which allows sugar to come
in as sirup without regard to either the tax
or quota provisions of the law.

Section 1 of the bill increases the minimum
total quota of all domestic sugar producing
areas from 3,715,000 to 3,793,802 tons, This
means a 4-percént increase for the domestic
beet sugar area, or 62,088 tons, and a 4-per-
cent increase amounting to 16,880 tons for
mainland sugarcane, The percentages of
the total quota have been so arranged for
all of the areas as to make substantially no
change in the quotas for Hawali, Puerto Rico,
or the Virgin Islands while increasing the
quota for the continental areas, without
which, of course, the effort to provide an ade-
quate supply for continental consumers in
the present emergency would not be success-
ful,
The continental increase is accomplished
by a reduction of the Cuban quota, of the
Philippine quota, and of the quota for coun-
tries other than Cuba. These reductions
have been made in order to afford the oppor-
tunity to increase the *quotas of the con-
tinental areas.

If the total consumption in continental
United States were 6,682,670 tons, Cuba’s
quota would be reduced by 50,791 tons, that
of the Philippines by 27,363 tons, and that of
foreign countries other than Cuba by 702
tons.

Section 2 of the bill deals with the reallot-
ment of a deficlt in the Philippine quota.
Under the law as it stands, this deficit goes
only to forelgn countries other than Cuba.
The amendatory bill provides that the domes-
tic beet sugar areas and the mainland cane
sugar areas would share proportionately in
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any deficit of duty free, refined sugar from
the Philippines. The first 100,000 tons of
the remainder of any deficits would go to for-
eign countries other than Cuba and the
balance would be distributed proportionately
to Hawali, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
and Cuba. None of this deficit, except that
which goes to continental beet and cane
areas, is to be filled by direct-consumption
sugar,

With respect to the quota of any foreign
country other than Cuba which is unable to
send in its allotment, the amendment pro-
vides that such deficit shall be prorated,
first, to the remaining foreign countries and,
second, to domestic sugar producing areas
and to Cuba.

Section 3: Without changing the Cuban
total quota, it reduces the amount of white
sugar that may be imported from Cuba from
375,000 to 800,000 tons.

Section 4 deals with the conditional pay-
ments and while it increases the basic rate
from 60 to 80 (ents, the scale-down is so
arranged as to provide no increased payment
to the larger producers. The purpese of this
section is to recognize increased costs par-
ticularly for-the small farmer and rancher.
These costs have been substantial as indi-
cated by the figures gathered by the Agricul-
tural Marketing Service which show that
the labor costs in the beet area are now
20.8 percent greater than they were during
the parity period. The last wage determina-
tion made under the Sugar Act increased
wages in 1940 for the beet areas 6.4 percent
above what they were in 1937. Defense in-
dustry and priorities .re now operating to
make the labor costs even greater. The full
increase from 60 to 80 cents by the amend-
ment goes only to producers of less than 350
tons.

In this connection it {s worth while point-
ing out that the consumption of sugar has
increased so rapidly since the beginning of
the emergency that the processing tax, which
is paid by the processors and the growers,
will produce $80,000,000 instead of $68,000,000
in previous years. This revenue is more than
sufficient to bear all of the costs of adminis-
tration of the Sugar Act and to meet the
conditional payments.

Section 5 amends he definition of liguid
sugar in order to meet the complaints of
the sugar industry that under the present
definition as mu.a as 40,000 tons of sugar is
brought info the United States annually in
the form of sirup without being charged
against the quota of any exporting country
and without paying the tax which is paid
by all other growers and processors.

Section 6 extends the act, which now ex-
pires on December 31, 1941, for 3 years, to
December 31, 1944,

Section 7 continues the tax for the same
period

Section 8 extends for 3 years the provisions
of the present law relating to the refund of
taxes collected on sugars produced from
sugarcane grcwn in the Philippines.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of exec-
utive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Reports of
committees are in order. If there be
none, the clerk will state the nomina-
tions on the executive calendar.

THE NAVY

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Ben Moreell to be Chief of the Bureau
of Yards and Docks, with the rank of
rear admiral.

NOVEMBER 7

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

POSTMASTERS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous con=
sent that the postmaster nominations be
confirmed en bloc.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the postmaster nominations are
confirmed en bloc.

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the President be notified imme-
diately of all confirmations of today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith,

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

Mr. BARKLEY. As in legislative ses-
sion, I move that the Senate adjourn
until Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 9
o’clock and 30 minutes p. m.) the Senate
adjourned until Monday, November 10,
1941, at 12 o'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate November 7 (legislative day
of October 27), 1941:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Ben Moreell to be Chief of the Bureau of
Yards and Docks, with the rank of re-r ad-
miral, for a term of 4 years, from December
1, 1941,

POSTMASTERS
ILLINOIS

Lesbia G. Moore, Belle Rive,

William J. Dolamore, Franklin Park.

Lorraine Riley, Kell.

Thomas Edward Mostyn, Midlothian,

Henry B. Reiss, St. Peter.

Irene C. Cinnamon, Steger.

Eate M. Weis, Teutopolis.

Lawton C. Spangler, Woocdlawn.

NORTH CAROLINA
W. Reid Howe, Cramerton.
Victor N. Fair, Lincolnton,
Artus E. Howell, Oakboro.
Mae 8. Ray, Whitakers.
Mary P. Willlams, Whittier.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FRIDAY, NOVEMBER T, 1941

The House met at 12 o’clock noon,

Rev. L. B. Keegan, of St. James Cath-
olic Church, La Crosse, Wis., offered the
following prayer:

We invoke the blessing of God the
Father, God the Son, and God the Holy
Ghost upon this august group of law-
makers entrusted with the great respon-
sibility of directing our Nation at this
perilous time. In this hour of interna-
tional and national turmoil and chaos we
implore God to direct these men, our
Representatives, and grant to them the
wisdom to realize that only through a
return to the law of God as made known
to man through the Ten Commandments
can order and law and peace be restored.
Give them the wisdom to understand
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